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THE 


PREFACE. 


T H E Deſign of the following Diſ- 
courſe, is to vindicate the Do- 
arine of Chriſt's Satisfation 
| from the Socinian Objefions. 
Which, that I might do more effefually,, 
I ſet my ſelf to conſider the Force and 
Strength of all that Crellius had proda- 
ced in his elaborate Anſwer to Grotius. 
For I have always endeavoured to undeyr- 
ſtand the right ſtate of a Queſtion, before 
I undertook tt ; and when I had done that, 
I have taken as much Care, az 1 could, to 
repreſent it truly to others. Which made 
me not a little ſurprized , when I found 
our modern Socinians i# their late Pam- Conlidera- 
phlets to charge Me as well as others, wit the Expli- 
not reading their Books upon this Queſti- cations of 
on,and wholly miſtaking the State of the *Þ< Trin- 
Queſtion between the Church and them. Z.yp;- 
Whereas, if I had not read their Books \hop'sSer- 


mons, &c, 
4 2 1 might x. 
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I might peradventure have entertained a 
more favourable Opinion of them, than 1 
now have. But it was upon a diligent 
Conſideration of the utmoſt I could find 
was ſaid by their beſt Writers, that I ſo 
long fince ſatisfied my ſelf, that if the Books 
of the New Teſtament are to be our Rule of 
Faith, they were extreamly miſtaken. In- 
deed, our Unitarians ( as they call them- 
ſelves) ſeem to go another way to work ; 
which is, by undermining the Authority of 
theſe Books, , and ſo to introduce Deilm a- 
mong us ; (of which I hope to give an Ac- 
count in another Diſcourſe,) But my pre- 
ſent buſineſs is to lay open the true ſtate of 
this Controverfie between us. In their 
Anſwer to my Sermon (which is here Re- 


Anſw. to printed) they ſay, That the Unitarians 
Serm-p12- never denied, as I fancy, that Jeſus 


Chriſt made himſelf a voluntary Sacri- 
fice for Expiation of the Sins of Man- 
kind. JIf this be true, Iconfeſs, I have 
miſtaken them ; bt if the coxtrary prove 
very true from their own Writings, what 
do theſe Men deſerve, for denying that 
which they know to be true? For it 
hardly poſſible to ſuppoſe ſach bold Under- 
takers, as they are, ſhould be ignorant that 
Sacinus abſclutely denied , That Chriſt 
made himielf a voluntary Sacrifice for 
Expiation 
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Expiation of the Sins of Mankind; For 


V, 


in his Anſwer to Volanus, he ſaith, That Socin. Op, 


he and moſt others are greatly miſtaken 
when they ſay, that Chriſt-offered up 
himſelf to God, when his Blood was 
ſhed upon the Croſs: And he poſitively 
afirms, That the Sacrifice which Chriſt 


offered was not upon the Croſs, but in- 


Heaven. Theſe Paſſages gave great of- 


fence to one Niemojevius, @ Friend of hy, 


T.: p.39t. 


who in his firſt Epiſtle to him, calls it, A Socin. B- 
horrid Paradox, and directly contrary to pF-p 196: 


Scripture, and wonders what he meant 
to write ſo confidently againſt the plain 
Teſtimonies of Scripture. Socinus 7 


anſwer to him, ſaith, It is no more than 
hiinſelf had aſſerted ſome Years before, 


.INACOV, 


in his Book De Servatore; and others of P- 224: 


their Party before him. Aud he lays 
down, as his Conclufton, which he deſires 
bu Friend to bring his Arguments againſt, 
viz. That the Expiatory Sacrifice of 
Chriſt for our Sins was not performed 
on the Croſs, but in Heaven. Niemoje- 
vius brings expreſs places of Scripture a- 


gainſt thy Opnon ; and ſaith, Ke could p- 224- 


by no means excuſe ſuch plain Oppoſi- 
tion to the words of Scripture, Soct- 


nus i» hi Reply perſiſts in ſaying, That p. 246. 


there was no Expiatory Sacrifice for Sin 


A} in 
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in the Death of Chriſt ; and that it ought 
p- 254 to be conſidered as an Intervening Con- 
dition in order to the Expiation in Hea- 
p. 265. ven, and not otherwiſe; but he will by ng 
"© means allow any Proof of any Sacrifice of 
the Expiation on the Croſs. Aud ſo the 
Diſpute ended. With what face can they 
ow ſay, That the Unitarians never de- 
nied this, when Socinus mot only doth it, 
but defends it, to the laſt, and ſaith, 
That others had done it before him : 
Which ſhews, that it was no ſingular Opi- 
nion of his own, but that which had been 
received among the Unitarians before him. 
But ſay they, The Unitarians ever ac- 
knowledged that the Lord Chriſt was an 
Expiatory Sacrifice for our Sins, as may 
be ſeen in the Racovian Catechiſm, This 
is indeed a wonderfull Proof, they ever 
acknowledged it, as may be ſeen in the 
Racovian Catechiſm : Were there no Uni- 
tarians before the Racovian Catechiſm 2? 
And was that always the ſame > Suppoſe the 
Unitarians before, were of another Opinion ; 
ſuppoſe the Racovian Catechiſm it ſelf hath 
been altered in this matter : how can any man 
of Senſe be ſatisfied with ſuch kind of Ar- 
guments as theſe > One would think, they 
wrote onely for ſuch as would take their 
Words ; they joyn ſo much Confidence with 
lo 


The PREFACE. Vij- 


fo very little appearance of Reaſon, All 
that know any thing of theſe Matters, know 
very well, that the Racovian Catechiſm 
was firſt framed by Smalcius, a (rift Fol- 
lower and Defender of Socinus, from whoſe 
Opinions he did not wary at all as to this 
matter, as will appear from all the old E- 
ditions of it, In which the Queſtion is 
put, What is the Reaſon of the Suffe- Catech. 
rings of Chriſt? The Anſwer is two fold; 4 ” 
1. Tobe an Example of Patience. 2. To 
confirm the Truth of God's Promiſes. 
And after theſe are explained, another 
Queſtion 15 asked, Is there no other Cauſe Q. 12. 
of the Death of Chriſt 2 The Anſwer is 
very ſhort , Nulla prorſus, None ar all. 
And in the Conclufron of that Chapter a 
Queſtion is put about Sacrifices, and the Q. 38. 
Anſwer is, That the Death of Chriſt was 
no Sacrifice, but only a Preparation to 
it, and a kind of Introduction to it, for 
the Sacrifice was offered in Heaven and 
not before. Fave we not now great E- 
vidence to believe from the Racovian Ca- 
techiſm, that Telus Chriſt made himltelt a 
voluntary Sacrifice tor Expiation of the 
Sins of Mankind? But befides the Ra- 
covian Catechiſm , they referr me to 
Schlictingius aud Ruarus. For what, 7 
pray? For what the Unitarians al:pays 

A 4 held ? 
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held > That is impoſſible , when there 1 

ſuch. evident Proof to the contrary. I ſup- 

poſe their meaning u, That the Racovian 
Catechiſm , being reviewed by them 

ſpeaks otherwiſe. And » ths a good 

Proof, that they were always of that mind, 

becauſe } pap hence it is evident they have 

changed it > And ſo it will appear to any 

one that will compare the latter Editions 

Catech. with the former. In the laſt Edition 1 
{nel bave ſeen, as it # reviewd by SchliQtin- 
A.D:680. gius, Ruarus, and others, there i a Pre- 
| face, wherein they confeſs it is changed in 
ſeveral things from what it was, when it 

was firſt publiſhed by Moſcorovius, A. D. 

1609, and yet the Unitarians were ſtill of 

the ſame mind, alt hoagh ſome more ſoftning 
Expreſſions were for meer ſhame thought 

fit to be inſerted. In this Correft Editi- 

on, the (Queſtion 1s put, Why was it ne- 

ceſlary for Chriſt to ſuffer as he did ? 

p-141- And the Anſwer is twofold ; x. That 
Chriſt ſuffered for our Sins by God's ap- 
pointment, and underwent a cruel Death 

as a Sacrifice of Expiation. Who could 

imagine this to be the Racovian Catechiſm 

ſtiſ2 2. Becauſe thoſe who are to be 

ſaved by him are ſubje& to the like Suffe- 

rings. This is ſomewhat a dark Reaſon ; 

but the former is that which we are to con- 


fider. Chriſt, 
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Chriſt, ſay they, ſuffer'd for the fins of 
Mankind, and was a Sacrifice of Expia- 
tion by his Death. What can we atfire 
more? ſhall we always maintain diſputes 
about Words, when we agree in Senſe ? 

No, that is not the Caſe, but we may ſeem 

. to agree in Words and differ in Senſe. 

That therefore muſt be more ſtriflly exa- 

mined. But becauſe they ſometimes ſeem 

to be diſpleaſed that we take their Opi- Conſide. 
nion from toreign Writers, ( fnce they 7310ns on 
here ſet up for themſelves and are ſo able ES 
to expreſs their own Senſe) and becauſe the Trini- 
they refer me to their own late Prints in 77, * _ 
the Engliſh Tongue, therefore 7 ſhall ap- 32. 

ply my Le to them, to find out what their 

true Senſe in this matter is. And they Anſwer 
ſeem freely to tell us what they deny and '9 my 
what they affirm. — 

1. They deny that this Sacrifice was 
by way of true and proper Satisfaction 
or full and adequate Payment to the 
Juſtice of God. 

2. They affirm, that this Sacrifice 
. was only an Oblation, or Application 
to the Mercy of God. 

In another place they complain, that Anſw. to 
very few of their Adverſaries have re- * p-58. 
ally underſtood what they affirm or de- 
ny concerning the Cauſes or Effects of 

our 


12, 
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our Saviour's death. And they ſay, the 
Queſtion is only this, Whether the Lord 
Chriſt offter'd himſelf as ſuch a Sacrifice, 
Oblation or Price as might be made to 
the Juſtice of God, by way of Equiva- 
lent for what we ſhould have ſuffer'd-; 
or was an Oblation or Satisfaction as all 
former Sacrifices under the Law were, 
to the Mercy of God by way of Hum- 
ble Suit and Deprecation ? So that they 
will no longer Diſpute with us, about the 
Death of Chriſt being an Expiatory Sacri- 
fice for the ſins of Mankind ; and ſo this 
Point ſeems wholly gained. But we muſt 
have a Care of being deceived by them. 
For the Scripture was too clear and full to 
be born down by the Authority or Evaſions 
of Socinus ; and therefore they found it 
neceſſary to comply in Terms, as long as 
they conld keep to their own Notions under 
them. But what is the true Meaning of 
an Expiatory Sacrifice to the Mercy of 
God? If zt be nomore but as a Condition 
intervening, Socinus would not allow that 
to make an Expiatory Sacrifice, and there- 
in he was in the Right. 
The main Point then between us ſeems 
zo be whether the Death of Chriſt had Re- 
Agſw. to [pet to the Juſtice or to the Mercy of 


As. P53 God? And here we muſt confider what they 
under- 
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underſtand by the Juſtice of God. 

1. They ſay, that Almighty God as 
King and Proprietor of all Perſons and 
Things, can forgive any Offence or all 
Offences, even without Repentance or 
Amendment, nor is it contrary to his 
Jullice ſo to do. 

2. That it is not the Juſtice of God, 
by which he is prompted to puniſh ſin- 
ners, but his Holineſs and Wiſdom, and 
that Juſtice hath nd other ſhare or inte- 
reſt in Puniſhment, but only to ſee that 
Puniſhment be not miſplaced, and that 
it do not exceed the Offence, 

3- That God could not ( juſtly or 


wiſely ) ſubſtitute an innocent and well 


Xl, 


deſerving Perſon to undergo Puniſhment, p. 54 


properly ſo called in the Place of the 
unrighteous and worthleſs, becauſe it is 
of the Nature of Juſtice not to miſplace 
Puniſhments. 

4. That Chriſt could not offer him- 
ſelf freely for us to undergo the Punith- 
ment due to us, nor could God accept of 
t,: or allow it: becauſe 1t is of the very 
Eſſence of Juſtice not to miſplace Pu- 


niſhment and not to exceed the Deſert D. 55. 


of the Offence, which they ſay are the 
two things that conſtitute the Nature of 
Punitive Juſtice. 

| In 


Xl}, 
Trinitari- 
anScheme 


of Relig. 
P- 18. 
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In another place, they ſay, That Chriſt 
made himſelf an Oblation, an Expiatory 
Sacrifice on the Altar of the Croſs for 
our Sins, But his Sufferings were not 
(as Trinitarians teach) deſigned as a Pu- 
niſhment laid on him in our ſtead, be- 
cauſe Puniſhment is the evil of Suffer- 
ing inflicted for the evil of Doing ; but 
Chriſt having done no ſin; what he un- 
derwent was only labour and ſuffering 
and no Puniſhment, And again they ſay, 
the Oblation was not made to the Ju- 
ſtice, but to the Mercy of God. But 
the Sufferings of Chriſt being graciouſly 
accepted by God, as an Interceſſion on 
our behalf, God was ſatisfied with them, 
and this, they ſay, 1s the proper Notion 
of Satisfation. The ſame they repeat in 
other places. And if no more were to be 
regarded but meer words, this Controver- 
fie were at an End ; for they own Chriſt's 
Death to be an Expiatory Sacrifice for 
the Sins of Mankind, aud that he made 
by his Safferings Satisfaction to God. 

But I ſhall now make it appear, that 
whatever they pretend, they do really own 
mo ſuch thing as the Death of Chriſt being 
an Expiatory Sacrifice for the Sins of 
Mankind. However , we have this Ad- 
pantage by theſe Conceſſions, that the 
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Scriptures are yielded to be on our fide, 
and that they are forced to ſpeak as we do, 
whatſoever thetr meaning be. But that 
they do not own any proper Expiatory Sa- 
crifice in the Death of Chriſt, wz/l Beſt 
appear by an Account of the'Riſe and Pro- 
orels of this Controverſie, and of the true 
State of 4t. 

The firſt Riſe of it was from the Multi- 
tudes of Places of Scripture, which Attri- 
bute all the proper Effets of an Expiatory 
Sacrifice to the Death ot Chriſt. And 
that by thoſe who beſt underſtood for what 
End it was that Chriſt ſuffer d, and had 
no Intention to deceive or to amuſe Man- 
kind, I mean our Saviour and his Apoſtles. 
Our Bleſſed Saviour himſelf ſaith, That 
the Son of Man came to give his Life a Mat. :« 
Ranſom for many. A Ranſom as to, 
what ? Surely not as to the Mercy of God. z;. 
But Chriſt's Death was a Ranſom as it was 
an Expiatory Sacrifice; and if the ons 
reſpets the Mercy of God, the other muſt 
do ſo too. They may ſay, the Ranſom is 
from the Puniſhment of Sin, but this 
Ranſom might be made as to the Mercy 
of God, which delivers from ir. But 4 
Ranſom is ſomething which is paid or laid 
down as a Price of Redemption; and was 
very well underſtood in that Senſe among 

the 


xX1V. 
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the Jews; who all knew that by their Law, 
the Blood of the Sacrifices was appoin- 
ted to be a Ranſom for their Souls. For 
it is the Blood that maketh an Atone- 
ment for the Soul. 7owhich the Apoſtle 
refers, when he ſaith, that without ſhed- 
ding of Blood there is no Remiſſion. 
So that hereby the Jews underſtood theſe 
things, (&.) That there was a Puniſhment 
due to their Sins, from which they could exs 
pet no Deliverance but by the Blood of Sa- 
crifices as a Ranſom or Price of Redemption 
for them. (2.) That as the Puniſhment 
became due by the Law, and the Execu- 
tion of it was by the Juſtice of God, ſo the 
Ranſom or Price of Redemption muſt be 
by way of Satisfaftion to the Law, in ſuch 
a manner as it had appointed. (3.) That 
they had no other Notion of an Expiato- 
ry Sacrifice, but the Offering the Blood 
of the Szcrifice for an Atonement 2x or- 
der to the Averting the juſt Diſpleaſure of 
God againſt them for their Sins ; and this 
was that, which they underſtood by Expia» 
tion or Remiſſion of Sins. (4.) That 
the Expiation did not depend upon the Sa- 
crifice, as an intervening Condition, as t0 
the Party who thereby performed an A 
of Obedience, but upon the Nature of the 
Sacrifice which was offer d to God, For, 

whats 
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whatever bad been required, the Obedience 
had been the ſame; but here the great 
Force is laid on theBlood being ofter'd for 
Expiation. (5.) That however the Mer- 
cy of God was ſeen both in the Appointing 
and Accepting the Ranſom; yet the Ex- 
piatory Sacrifice was never underſtood by 
them to Reſpe# the Mercy of God, but 
his Juſt Diſpleaſure againſ# their Sins. 
What ſtrange Language would it have been 
thought among the Jews to offer an Expia- 
tory Sacrifice to the Mercy of God ? 
But Men that bring in New Doftrines, 
muſt make a New Senſe of Words and 
Phraſes; or elſe they can never reconcile 
them to each other. And it is a mighty 
Advantage to our Cauſe, that we under- 
ftand the Expreſſions of the New Teſtament 
with Reſpett to theſe Matters, uo other- 
wiſe than the Jews underſtood them, among 
whom they were ſpoken ; and who had their 
own Law to interpret them by. Our pre- 
ſent Unitarians 4, not deny that the Sacri- 
fices under the Law had an immediate Re- 
ſpeft to God; But they ſay, it Was not by 
way of Satisfation to the Juſtice of God, 
bur by way of Application to the Mercy 
of God, by way of humble Suit and De- 

precation. 
But if there were ſuch a Sanition of the 
Law, 


XY, 
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Law, whereby an Obligation to Puniſhment 
did follow the Offences forbidden by it ; If 
the Fuſtice of God were concerned to ſee the 
Puniſhment executed , if the Law were 
not ſatisfied ; If the Sacrifice of Atonement 
or Expiation were defigned for ſatisfattion 
of the Law; and God did accept it for 
that End, then it follows, that theſe Sacri- 
fices were intended not meerly as Rites of In- 
terceſlion and Deprecation to the Mercy 
of God; but by way of Satisfa@tion to his 
Juſtice. For was it not Juſtice in God to 
puniſh Offenders againſt his Law? Was it 
not Juſtice in God to require a Satisfattion 
to his Law when it was broken 2 Was it 
not Juſtice in God, when he had declared 
that he would accept a Sacrifice of Atone- 
ment, to require that inſtead of the Puniſh 
ment of the Offenders, and to puniſh thoſe 
who wilfully neglefted or deſpiſed it ? 
How then, can they pretend that theſe 
Sacrifices had no Reſpe& to the Jultice 
of God? We never read in Scripture any 
Expreſſions, as to the Methods of Suppli- 
cation like this, That the Blood of the 
Sacrifices was to expiate for their Sins ; 
and that ic was given for an Atonement 
for the Soul. 1s zt ever ſaid, that Prayer 
and Supplication was to make a Sacrifice of 
Atonement, and that it was appointed for 

that 
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that End? Prayer is a Nataral and Ne- 
ceſſary Duty and a Condition in order to 
Pardon, but the Life and Force of that lies 
in a Man's own Breaſt, in the inward aud 
fervent Deſires of the Soul: but a Sacrifice 
of Atonement was a thing of another Na- 
ture, the Blood was to be (hed and then 
offer d up to God, as a Sacrifice of Atone- 
ment, which God himſelf had appointed 
for that End ; and without which no Re- 
miſſion of Sins was to be expeted. But 
was not this from the Mercy of God to 
appoint ſuch a Sacrifice of Atonement 2 
No doubt of it, and ſo it was that he would 
accept it for ſuch an End. But that is 
by no means the preſent Qneſtion ; for it is, 
Whether the Sacrifice, which God appoint- 
ed for an Atonement, was only a Rite of 
Supplication to the Mercy of God 2 7x 
one Senſe a Sacrifice of Atonement is a wa 
of Deprecation : but then it relates tothe 
Wrath and Diſpleaſure of God ; Ts it is 
that which God hath appointed as the 
Means of Awverting his Wrath, and Pres 
venting the Execution of his Fuſtice, But 
the main (Queſtion wu, Whether the Sacrifice 
of Atonement as to God's juſt Wrath and 
Diſpleaſure, be not a Real SatisfaQtion to 
his Juſtice? For if he be juſtly diſpleaſed, 
and might juſtly puniſh, but doth accept 4 
b Sacr i* 
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Sacrifice of Expiation in ſtead of it, al- 
though there be aConcurrence of Mercy, yet 
there is a Real Atonement to his Fuſtice : 
unleſs they will ſay, the Juſtice of God is 
wot concerned in preſerving the Honour of 
his Laws. But of this more afterwards. 
If an Expiatory Sacrifice auder the Law 
were nothing elſe but a Solemn Rite of Sup- 
plication to the Mercy of God zt would 
take away the Typical Nature of thoſe Sa- 
crifices, and eſpecially thoſe on the Day of 
Expiation. For what doth a Rite of Sup- 
plication and Taterceſſion repreſent as a Fi- 
gure of ſomething to come? Why were 
Lerit. 16. the Goat aud the Bullock for the Sin» 
10,11. Offering to be preſented alive before the 
14,15,19. Lord; then their Blood to be ſhed, and 
to be'iprinkled before the Mercy-feat and 

upon the Altar 2 Why was the Scape- 
Goat-fto have the Sins of the People con- 

felled over him and put upon his head? 

V. 21. Why was the Fleſh of the Bullock and 
27- Goat that was Sacrificed burnt without 
the Camp? Do theſe look like Applica- 

trons to the Mercy of God, by way of 
humble Suit and Deprecation? But the. 

Heb. 9.9, Apoſtle tothe Hebrews te//s us,theſe things 
PO 0T+ were a Figure repreſenting Chriſt oftering 
himſelf up to God- by his own Blood, 

who having obtain'd eternal Redemprion 

tor 
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for us enter'd into the Holy Place (7 
Heaven) whoſe Blood was far more effe- 
Aual for the Purging away of Sin, than 
the Blood of Bulls and Goats cold Ze ; 
and to anſwer to the burning of the Fleſh 
of the Sacrifices without the Camp, that he 
might Sanity the People with his own 
Blood, he ſuffer'd without the Gate. Was 
all this nothing but an Oblation to the 
Mercy of God by way of Prayer and In- 
terceſlion 2 Why all thu Ceremony about an 
Oblation of Prayer, which depends on the 
hearty Devotion of him that makes it 2 
Why did not the High-Prieſt exter with- 
out Blood into the Holy of Holics, zf 7f 
were nothing but a Rite of Supplication 2 
Why was the Blood ſprinkled upon the 
Altar for Atonement, afzer he came out 
from the Mercy-Seat 2 Why was the Fleſh 
burnt without the Camp ? Was that for 
Interceſſion too 2 But ſaith the Correct 
Racovian Catechiſm, a# this doth not 
prove that the whole Expiatory Sacrifice 
of Chriſt was performed on the Croſs, 
blit-only that it was begun there and 
perfected in Heaven. Thu doth evident- 
ly prove, that the Blood of Chriſt was ſhed 
for the Expiation of Sins, and that as the 
High Prieſt went into the Holy of Hclies 
with the Blood of the Sacrifice of Arone- 
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ment there tomake Interceſlion ; ſo Chri/t 
as our High-Prieſt with his Blood ſhed en- 

Heb. 7.25, ter'd in Heaven, where he ever lives to 
make Interceſſion for us. But ſay they, 
the Sacrifices under theLaw did not make 
any proper Satisfaftion for Sin, there- 
fore neither did Chriſt's Sacrifice. So that 
at laſt they confeſs that Chriſt's death was 
zo proper Expiatory Sacrifice ; for what- 
ſoever us ſo, muſt make SatisfaRtion to the 
Law and Fuſtice of God. But ſay they, 
the Sacrifices were not ofter'd for Pay- 
ment but for Remiſſion. 7 fay, they were 
a Payment 2» order to Remiſſion. 7 
wean ſuch a Pay ment as the Law appointed 
and God accepted, and that us true aad 
proper SatisfaQtion. But we muſt diſtin- 
guiſh a Legal Payment and Satisfattion, 
from Pecuniary Payment to a Cred:tor. 
Aud all the Confufron theſe Men have run 
into, bath been from want of diſtinguiſhing 
theſe ; of which I have treated at large in 
the following Diſcourſe. 

Thus far it appears that they have byno 
means allow d the Death and Sufferings of 
Chri(t to have been an Expiatory Sacrifice 
in the Senſe of the Jews, as jt was a Ran- 
ſom or Price of Redemption. 

But there is ſomething farther to be con 
fider d in an Expiatory Sacrifice, and that 

is 
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is a Subſtitution in place of the Offen- 
ders. For that the Jews and others under- 
ſtood by a Sacrifice of Expiation ; wher 
the Puniſhment of one was laid upon another 
in order to his Deliverance. Not that the 
very ſame was to be undergone, as appears 
by the Sacrifice of Atonement on the Day 
of Exptation ; which was not that which 
the People of Iſrael were to have ſuffer d 
without it, but it was what God Appoin- 
ted and Accepted inſtead of their Puniſh- 
ment : and therefore the Scape- Goat 1s ſaid 
to bear upon him all the Iniquities of the Levit. 16. 
People, which was ſuppoſed to be ſo much © 
charged with them, that he that let him 
go was to Purify himſelf before he 26. 
could come into the Camp. So zx the 
Sin-offering for the Congregation, the 4. rs, 
Elders were to lay their hands upon the 
head of the Bullock before the Lord: 
and in other Sacrifices the Rule among the 
Jews was, that none but the Owner was r. 4. 
to lay on his hands; to ſhew on whoſe Ac- 
count he was offer d up as a Sacrifice of 4- 
tonement. For here the Right of Dominion 
was ſufficient for Subſtitution; but in a 
Rational Agent, Conlent 7s neceſſary to 
make it Jult. 

Having thus ſeen, 'what the true Nas 
ture of an Expiatory Sacrifice was, we muſ# 
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now conſider, how far this can agreee with 

the Sufferivg of Chriſt for the Sins of Man-« 

kind. And we have already found our 
Saviour himſelf declaring that he gave his 

Life a Ranſom for many. But that 1 not 

all ; for, when he inſtituted his laſt Sup- 

per for a Commemoration of his Suffering, 

Matt. 26. þe ſaid, For this ismy Blood of the New 
= Teſtament which is ſhed for many for 
the Remiſſion of Sins. AH Diſciples, to 

whom he ſpake theſe words, muſt under- 

ſtand them as the Jews commonly did.; 

when the Blood of a Sacrifice was offer d for 

an Atonement in order to the Remiſſion of 

Sins. And one great end of his Preaching 

was to declare that he came into the World 

with that deſign; that it was the Will of 

Heb. 10. God he ſhould ſuffer, and that he came to 
?+1% do his Will. And therefore ſpeaking of 
John 10. faying down his Life, he /aith, No man 
17,18. takethitaway from me but Ilay it down 
of my ſelf. 1 have power to lay itdown 

and I have power to take it again. This 
Commandment have I _— of my 

Father. So that here we have God's Ap- 
pointment of ſuch a Sacrifice of Atonement 

for Mankind ; Chriſt's free and voluntary 

C onſent for the undertaking t, and a Trans 

lation -of the Puniſhment of our Sins upon 

f bim:; 
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him; which St. Paul cas God's making 2 Cor. 5. 

him to be ſin for us who knew no Sin; ©" 

which fhews that the Sufferings of Chriſt 

were on the Account of our Sins, being laid 

»pon him by his own Conſent as our Sin- 

offering ; or a Sacrifice of Expiation for 

our Sins. . And in another place ſaith, that 

he hath redeemed us from the Curſe of Gal 3: wy -; 

the Law, being made a Curſe for us. 

How could he be made a Curſe for us i 

order to the Redeeming us from rhe 

Curſe of the Law ; if his Sufferings were 

only a meer voluntary Condition in order to 

his Exaltation, without bearing the Burden 

of our Sins? But St. Paul th, that we 

hive Redemption through his Blood, the Eph. r. 7. 

Forgiveneſs of Sins. 7hat, "God hath "ng R 

ſet him forth as a Propitiation through Rom.3.25. 

Faith in his blood, to declare his righte- 

ouſneſs for the Remiſſion of Sins. That, 

when we were enemies, we were recono- 5. 1s. 

ciled to God by the Death of his Son. #2. 5. 2- 

That he hath given himſelf for us, an 

Offering and Sacrifice to God. That, he Heb.g. 26, 

appeared to put away Sin by the Sacri- **: 

fice of himſelf; and that he was once 

offer'd to bear the Sins of many. That, 1 Tim. 

he gave himſelf a Ranſom for all. 6 
Neither was it St. Paul only who ſpeaks 

after this manner ; but St.Peter ſaith, that 


b 4 his 


XX1V. 
x Pet. 2. 


24- 
3. 18. 


1 Tohn 1. 


7 
2. 2. 


4: I o% 


The PREFACE. 


his own ſelf bare our Sins in his own 
body on the Tree. That Chriſt alſo hath 
once ſuffered for Sins, the Juſt for the 
Unjuſt. A4»d St. John, that the Blood of 
Teſus Chriſt his Son cleanſeth us from all 
fin, and that God ſent his Son to be the 
Propitiation for our Sins. So that Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles agree in the ſame manner of 
expreſſion ; and great weight is laid upon 
Chriſt's being a Propitiation for us, and 
our Hopes of Remiſſion of Sins and the Fa- 
wour of God depend upon it. What now is 
to be ſaid to all theſe pl.ces of Scripture 2 
Were they defigned only to humor and im- 
poſe upon the Credulity of Mankind by tel- 
ling them of ſuch an Expiatory Sacrifice in 
the Death of Chriſt, which never was, nor 
could be, being Repugnant to the Juſtice of 
God 2 For Chriſt, ſay they, being Inno- 
cent could not ſuffer the Puniſhment of 
our Sins, and God being Juſt could not 
accept of it, although he freely offer'd 
himſelf asa Sacrifice for our Sins. Doth 
this agree with the Force and Deſign of all 
theſe Expreſſions > Had not Chriſt the 
Power and Will to offer up himſelf as a Sa- 
crifice of Propitiation to God ? And where 
lzes the Injuſtice of accepting ſuch a Sacri- 


Fee which he freely offer d > But it could. 


not be, ſay they, by way of Pmnmene 
Aids for 
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for our Sins. What then is the meaning 
of all thoſe places, wherein he is ſaid 70 
bear our Sins and zo ſuffer in our ſtead, 
the juſt for the unjuſt 2 What 7s this but 
to contradift the 7, enour and Scope of the 
New Teſtament with reſpect to the Death 
of Chriſt ; and to turn their Senſe quite 
another way from what they were thought 
to frgnifie at that time 2 which is no reaſ0+ 
nable way of interpreting Scripture. 

Do they deny that Chriſt ſuffered, what 
we ſay he did No; that they dare nof 
do. But they ſay, What he underwent 
was only Labour and Suffering ; but not 
the Puniſhment of our Iniquities. Ther, 
I ſay, it could be no Expiatory Sacrifice, 
_ which implies a Subſtitution, and the con- 
trary appears by the many places of Scripe 
ture already mentioned, wherein our Sins 
and the Sufferings of Chriſt are joined to- 
gether, 

Thus we ſee the true Riſe of this Con- 
troverfie was from the many places of 
Scripture, which ſeemwery plain and clear 
in this matter ; and therefore 1 ſhall now 
grve an account of the Progreſs of zt. 

_ F. Socinus ſeeing the bent of the Scrip- 
ture ſo much againſt him, ſets himſelf to 
the finding out ways to avoid the force of 


them, 
| L. Te 
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Tt. Zo thoſe which ſpeak of Chriſt's be. 
zng a Ranſom or Price of Redemption 
for us, he anſwers, That theſe Expreſli- 
ons are to be underſtood only Metapho- 
rically, and Chriſt's Death being an In- 
tervening Condition in order to our De» 
liverance, it is therefore called, a Price 
of Redemption. And to the ſame pur- 
poſe, the Corre Racovian Catechiſm ; 
oxly there it is added, That God did ac- 
cept of the Death of Chriſt as a moſt Ac- 
ceptable Sacrifice. But not by way of 
Satisfaftion or Payment of our Debts, 
becauſe he as a Sacrifice was given by 
God himſelf; but that he might give 
us the greater Aſſurance of Pardon and 
Eternal Life. 

So that here we have the true ſlate of 
this matter before us ; viz. Whether the 
Death of Chriſt, when it is ſaid to be a 
Ranſom or Price of Redemption for us, us 
only to be looked on as a hard Condition on 
his fide Intervening, or as a proper Sacri- 
fice of Atonement, which God had appoint- 
ed, for the Expiation of Sins > The ue- 
ſtion is not, Whether God appointed or 
accepted bim, for that we have allowed 
in all Sacrifices of Atonement by the Law 
of Moles; but whether his Sufferings were 
not required in order to the Satisfattion of | 
Drvine 
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Divine Juſtice for the Sins of Mankind ; 
not by way of \{triAt Payment, as zn caſe 
of Debts ; but by a Legal SatisfaQtion 70 
the Juſtice of God as zt 7s concerned in the 
Honour of his Laws. 


Our Unitarians grant, That Chriſt was Anſw. to 
a Ranſom and Price of Redemption for us; Milbp-58- 


but they deny, That he was an Adequate 
Price, or a Sacrifice to the Juſtice of 
God. But ſtill they run upon the Notion 
of Debts and Payments, as though there 
were no other Notion of Juſtice and Satis- 
faction but between Creditors and Debtors; 
or as if their Notions of theſe things were 
rather taken from the Shops than the 
Schools. 4nd the monſtrous Contradi- 
ion they conclude the charge of our Do« 
fArine with, is, That God freely Pardons 
the whole Debt of Sin, and yet hath 
been infinitely over-paid for both in the 
Death and other Sufterings of the Lord 
Chriſt. 


But. in the following Diſcourſe, I have Ch.1. 


endeavoured to lay open this Miſtake, by 
ſhewing, That Debts and. Puniſhments 
are of a. different Nature ; and therefore 
the Satisfaction 7#.one Caſe 1s .not to be 
meaſured by the other. But I ſbaf/ not 
here. anticipate the Reader, as. to what 
follows ; but I (halltake notice of what they 


ſay, 
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ſay, which ſeems to relate to this mat- 
mer. 

Almighty God, ſay they, as King and 
Proprietor of all Perſons and things, can 
forgive any Offence or all Offences even 
without Repentance or Amendment, nor 
is it contrary to his Juſtice ſo to do. 

This is a very ſtrange Aſſertion. For 
then there is no Obligation on God's part 
in point of Juſtice to puniſh the moſt Im- 
penitent and Incorrigible Offenders. But 
there is a great deal of difference, between 
making the Exerciſe of Punitive or Vin- 
dictive Juſtice xeceſſary upon every Of- 
fence, and ſaying that the Fuſtice of God 
doth not require that any Offences ſhould 
be puniſhed. 

The former makes Juſtice in God to pro- 
ceed by a natural Neceſſity, which would 
leave no place for Mercy, nor any Satis- 

fation by a Mediator, for that muſt ſup- 
poſe Liberty and Relaxation, as to the 
Executive Part of Fuſtice. And if God 
mu$t puniſh Sinners as they deſerve, there 
can be no ſtop to the Execution of Juſtice 
ſhort of Annihilation; for our very Beings 
are the Gift of God which we have deſer- 
wed to be deprived of. But on the other 
fide, to ſay, that the Juſtice of God doth 
not require the Puniſhment of any Offences 

without 
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without Repentance or Amendement, 
to overthrow any ſuch thing as Punitive 
Juſtice i» God ; by which 1 do not mean, 
the aftual execution of it, and the due 
meaſures which belong to it, but the Will 
to puniſh Obltinate and Impenitent Sinners. 
And that reſults from his Hatred and 4b- 
horrency of Evil, and his juſt Government 
| of the World. For how can any Men, who 
believe that God is really diſpleaſed with 
the Wickedneſs of Men, and that he is 4 
Tuſt and Righteous Governour, ever think 
that it 7s not Repugnant to his Jaftice to 
forgive all Offences without Repentance of 
Amendment? How can his Hatred of Sin 
and the Fuſtice of his Government be recon- 
ciled with the Impunity of the moſt OB/tz- 
nate Offenders 2 Is there no ſuch thing as 
Tuſtice to himſelf and to bis Laws; which 
lies in a juſt Vindication of his Honour and 
of bis Laws from Contempt 2 And who can 
e guilty of greater Contempt of him, than 
thoſe who perſiſt in their Wickedneſs with- 
out Repentance or Amendment ? And 
after all, Is it not contrary to his Juſtice 
to forgive ſuch as theſe, becauſe he is 
abſolute Lord and Proprietor of all Per- 
ſons and Things ? 7his might /ignifie 
ſomething, if we could imagine God to be 
tine Ke Almighty Power without Ju- 
| ſlice : 


XXIX.. 


XXX. 


Anſw. to 
Milb.p.s 3+ 


The PREFACE. 
ſtice : but if hs Juſtice be as Eſſential an 


Attribute as his Omnipotency, we muſt not 
fo much as ſuppoſe the Exerciſe of one 
without the other. 

But they do not deny, That it is in- 
conſiſtent with the Wiſdom and Holineſs 
of God to let the Incorrigible and Impe- 
nitent eſcape unpuniſhed, or to forgive 
Sin without Repentance or Amendment, 
But if the Wiſdom and Holineſs of God 
will not permit the Impunity of Impeni- 
tent Sinxers, 1s it not juſt in God to pu- 
niſh them? Not barely as to the Degree 
and Deſert of Puniſhment ; &ut as to the 
Will of Puniſhing zhem according to their 
merits > Whence doth their Puniſhment 
come 2 Is it not from the Will of God > Ts 
that Will juſt or not > If the Will to puniſh 
be juſt? whence comes it tobe ſo? From 
the Wiſdom and Holineſs of God 2 Then 
Punitive Juſtice, when 2t is agreeable to 
God's Wiſdom and Holineſs, # a proper 
Divine Attribute as well as they. Ad 
they muſt have ſtrange” Notions of Puni- 
tive Juſtice, who would ſeparate it from 
them. | 

But Juſtice, they ſay, hath no other 
ſhare or intereſt in Puniſhment, but only 
to ſee that Puniſhment be not miſplac'd, 
and that ir donot exceed the Offence. We 


are 
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are far from denying theſe things to belong 
to the Meaſures inthe Exerciſe of Punitive 
Juſtice : But whence comes Punitive Juſtice 
to belong to God? Is it not becauſe it is 
juſt in him to puniſh Offenders according to 
thoſe meaſures? And whence comes thi, 
but from that Univerſal Juſtice in God, 
which is always joyned with his Wiſdom 
and Holineſs: and implies an Univerſal 
Rectitude in aZ he doth 2 And from thence 
it comes that all the Meaſures of Juſtice 
are obſerved by him in the Puniſhment of 
the greateſt Offenders. 

Now this Univerſal Juſtice i» God is 
that, whereby he not only puniſhes Ob/ti- 
nate and Impenitent Sinners, but he takes 
care of preſerving the Honour-of his Laws. 
And therefore, although Almighty God 
out of his great Mercy were willing that 
Penitent Sinners ſhould be forgiven; yet 
it was moſt agreeable thereto, that it ſhould 
be done in ſuch a manner as to diſcoxrage 
Mankind from the praftice of Sin, by the 
ſame way by which he offers For iveneſs ; 
and for this end, it- pleaſed Ged in hw In- 


finite Wiſdom and Goodneſs to ſend his Son 


fo become a Sacrifice of Propitiation for the 
Sins' of Mankind; which-being” freely un- 
dertaken by him, there was no-breach in 
the- Meaſures of Puanitive Juſtice with re- 
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ſpe to him; and ſo by his Death he offe- 
red up himſelf as a full, perfe&t and ſuffi- 
cient Sacrifice, Oblation and Satisfacti- 
on for the Sins of Mankind. And this 
is that Doftrine of the Satisfa&tion of | 
Chriſt waich we own and defend. 

But theſe bold Aſſertions, That God as 
ablolute Lord may forgive alt Offences 
without Repentance, and it is not con- 
trary to his Juſtice ſo to do ; that, it is 
not the Juſtice of God which prompts 
him to puniſh Sinners, ariſe from too 
mean and narrow a Conception of Divine 
Juſtice; as though it lay only in the man- 
ner of the Execution of it. But that there 
is an Eſſential Attribute of Juſtice belong- 
ing to the Divine Nature, appears from 
hence, that there are ſome things which 
are ſo diſagreeable to the Divine Na- 
ture that he cannot do them; he cannot 
break his Promiſes, nor deceirve Mankind 
to their Deſtruftiown ; he cannot deny 
himſelf, wor pervert that Order, or due 
Reſpetts of things to each other, which he 
hath babliſhed in the World. He can- 
wot make it the Duty of Mankind to diſho- 
our their Maker, or to violate the Rules 
of Good and Evil, ſo as to make Evil 
Good and Good Evil ; he cannot make Mut- 
der and Adultery to be Virtues, nor Im- 
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piety and Wickedneſs not to deſerve Pu- 
#iſhment. But whence comes all this ? [s 
it that Ged wants Almighty Power to do 
what he pleaſes No do:+bt, he is ſupreme 
Lord over all, and hath all things under 
his Will. But there is an Eſſential Ju- 
ftice in God, which is a ſupreme Rule of 
Righteouſneſs, according to which he doth 
always exerciſe his Power and Will, And 


ſo Moles ſaith of him, All his ways are Devt 34.4. 


rerfet, a God of Truth, and without 
Iniquity, juſt and right /s he; and the 


Plalmiſt, The Lord is righteous in all Pal. 145. 


his ways and holy in all his works. Ze *7: 
not only is ſo, but he can be no otherwiſe, 
for this Univerſal Righteouſneſs is as 
great a Perfeftion and Attribute of God, as 
his Wiſdom, or Power. It is not one 
Name which ſtands for all; but it is a re- 
al and diſtint Attribute of it ſelf : It 
is as a Rule and Meaſure to the Exerciſe 
of the reſt. And he particularly ſhews zt 
in ad the Aﬀs of Punitive Juſtice: So 


Nehemiah ; Howbeit thou art juſt in all Net. 9.33 


that is brought upon us, for thou haſt 
done right, but we have done wickedly. 
And Daniel ; Righteouſneſs belongeth 


unto thee, but unto us confuſion of Dari. g. 7 


Face: For the Lord our God is rightes '+ 
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Zeph. 3. 5. 
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ous 1n all his Works which he doth, for 
we obey'd not his Voice. And Zepha- 
niah ; The juſt Lord is in the midſt 
thereof, he will not do Iniquity. From 
whence it appears that the Exerciſe of 
Punitive Juſtice is according to the Ef. 
ſential Juſtice or Righteouſneſs of the Di- 
vine Nature. And ſo Abraham pleaded 
with God, Shall not the Judge of all the 
Earth do right? z. e. Will he not puniſh 
according to the Righteouſneſs of his Na- 
ture? And ſo Abimelech argues from the 
natural Notion he had of God s righteous 
Nature, Lord, wilt thou ſlay allo a 
righteous Nation ? 

But here the main Dificulty which de- 
ſerves ro be cleared this, How far Puni- 
tive Juftice #z founded on that Univerſal 
Juſtice which is an Efſential Attribute of 
God. For the want of underſtanding thu, 
hath been the great occaſion of ſo much 
Confuſion in the Diſcourſes about this mat- 
ter. And for the clearing of it, theſe 
things muſt be confidered ; 

i. That there is a difference between 
that Fuſtice in Gad, whereby he hates Sin, 
and that whereby he puniſhes the Sinner. 
The hatred of Siz doth neceſſarily follow 


the Perfeftion of his Nature. T a 
Go 
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God is ſaid, To hate the Wicked; and Pflrr. 5; 
Evil to be an Abomination to him ; - ran 
to love Righteouſneſs and to hate Wick:- Zach Ba9. 
ednels. But If the Puniſhment of the Of- 

fender were as neceſſarily conſequent as 

hs Hatred of Sin, all Mankind muſt ſuf- 

fer as they offend, and there would be no 

place for Mercy in God, nor for Repen- 

tance in Men. But Sin in it ſelf is per- 

fefly hatefull to God, there being nothing 

like God in it ; but Man was God's Crea- 

ture and made after his Image and Like- 

neſs ; and however God be diſpleaſed with 
Plankind oh the account of Sin, yet the 

Workm 1nſhip of God ſtill remains ; and 

we continually ſee that God doth not-exer- 

ciſe his Punitive Juſtice according to the 
Meaſures of their Iniquities. And they 

who plead moF? for the neceſſity of Punitive 

Fuſt ice, are themſelves a Demonſtration to 

the contrary ; for they cannot deny, that 

they are not puniſhed as their Iniquities 

have deſerved. And if Punitive Juſtice 

be neceſſary init ſelf it mu$t reach the Par- 

fons that have deſerved to be puniſhed, if 

there be no Relaxation of the Severity 

of zt. 

2. That it is very agreeable to the Di- 
vine Juſtice, zo exerciſe the Severity of 
Punitive Juſtice on obſtinate and incorri- 
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gible Offenders. And this is that where- 
on the Faſtice of the Puniſhments of Sinners 
in another World ts founded; becauſe God 
hath been ſo merciful! to them here, and 
uſed ſo many ways to reclaim them, and it 
is the Not exercifing his Punitive Fult ice 
upon them in this World, which makes it 
fo much more reaſonable in another. . For 
thereby. they have (hewed their Contempt 
of Ged and his Laws, of his offers of 
Mey and their wilfull oblinacy in offend- 
ing him. And the reaſonableneſs of the 
Puniſhment of ſach Offenders is not deny- 
ed by any of our more Learned A4dverſa- 
ries, as I have ſhewed in the following 
Diſcourſe from Socinus and Crellius, and 
might do from ſeveral others. But I need 
not mention any more, fince in the late 
Correct Edition of the Racovian Cate- 
chiſm there is this Note, That they have 
always aflerted, that the Wicked ſhall be 
raiſed up at the great Day to undergo 
the Puniſhment ot their Sins, and to be 
caſt into the Fire prepared for the Devil 
and his Angels. And for this, beſides 
tceir Publick Confeſſions, they quote Crel- 
lius, Schlitingius, Volkelius, Wolzoge- 
nius, Sc. And Schlitingius ſaith, The 
Doctrine of future Puniſhmentcs was nc- 
celſary to be preached, as being part of 
the 
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the Chriſtian Faith ; and that God's Ve- 
racity is concerned in the Execution of 
his Threatnings. Which 7s a parr of Na- 
tural Juſtice. And thoſe Learned Men, 
who have been thought moſt favourable to 
the Socinian Opinions have declared them- 
ſelves very frankly as to the Jultice of the 
Puniſhment of Impenitent Sinners. 

Curcellzus, whom they often mention 
with reſpect , faith R The Juſtice of Curcel.In- 
God requires, that he ſhould inflid the 1 2. 
Puniſhments he hath threatned on Contu- ©? $5. 
macious Sinners. And Limborch ( whom 
they ſometimes appeal to) ſaith, That the Limborch. 
Juſtice of God doth not permit the Im- gp 
punity of Refractory and Impenitent ms on 
Contemners of his Grace. Becauſe, ſaith 
he, God by his declared Will hath ned 
himſelf up from the Exerciſe of his Ab- 
ſolure Power ; and his Laws would be 
trampled upon, and his Majeſty lighted ; 
nor would God's hatred of Sin ever be 
fully diſcovered. And therefore the Day 
of Wrath called by St. Paul, The Reve- Rom. 2. 5+ 
lation of the Righteous Judgment of 
God. Epiſcopius ſaith, That although in Epiſcop. 
juth Puniſhments, which depend only on the 17 eu 
Will of the Law-maker, be d»th not think, 29. Wy 
that God in Juſtice is obliged ro make 
good his Threatnings, as he 1s to per- 
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form his Promiſes; (but that in ſuch 
Caſes God is not bound in Juſtice to ex- 
ecute all that the Law threatens ; but 
when he thinks fit to puniſh, then his 
Juſtice requires him not to puniſh beyond 
the Commination) yet in the Caſe of 
obltinate and incurable Offenders , he 
doth not deny, that the Juſtice of God 
requires the Rigour of the Law to be ex- 
ecuted upon them. And he adds, That 
the Day of Judgment will fully mant- 
feſt the Juſtice of God in the Threat- 
nings he hath made to Impenitent Sin- 
ners. Even Vorſtius, who was ſuppoſed to 
be too much inclined to the Socinian Do- 
arine, owns it to be a part of God's Ju- 
ſtice to puniſh wicked and impenitent 
Perſons; that his Patience and Goodneſs 
may not be always contemned with Im- 
punity. And afterwards, That although 
God doth no Injury to the Offender, if 
he doth not execute his Threatnings ; 
yet out of regard to the Juſtice of his 
Word, he doth not recede from what he 
hath declared : But all Threatnings un- 
der the Goſpel are Conditional ; and 
none are damned by it, but ſuch as con- 
tinue in Impenitency and Unbelief., 4nd 


$. 50. Not. zu his Explication he ſaith, That where 
595-46 God hath abſolutely declared his Will to 


puniſh 


puniſh in ſuch a manner, he cannot for- 
give without Injuſtice. 

But our Unitarians ſpeak without any 
Reſerve, That it 1s not the Juſtice of 
God , which prompts him to puniſh 
Sinners, and ſo it 1s not contrary to 
his Juſtice to forgive all Offences 
without Repentance or Amendment. 
And thus the Juſtice of God # not con- 
cerned in the Puniſhments of the great 
Day, although the Apoſtle cal's it, The 
Revelation vi the Righteous Judgment 
of God. 

And by this the World may ſee how we- 
ry far our Modern Unitarians are from 
handling this $1-jet more Carefully, 
Judiciouſly and txactly than others ; 


However one of their own Party hath late- Vindic. of 
ly affirmed it ; with as much Confidence * —_ 


and as little Ground as they have done 0- © 

ther things. | 
3. That it 1s very agreeable to Divine 
Juſtice to accept of a SatisfaCtion o# be- 
half of the Sins of Mankind, who do not 
perſiſt in their evil ways, ſo that their 
Sins ſhall be forgiven upon their Repen- 
tance and Amendment. For ſince the Ex- 
erciſe of Punitive Juſtice 1s not neceſſary 
on the Perſons of the Offenders, and fince 
God in this Life abates ſo much of his juSt 
C 4 Severity 
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Severity againſt them ; he thereby ſhews, 
that he doth not procezd with Mankind 
here according to the Rigor of hu Juſtice ; 
but yet, ſince God hath given to them wry 
juſt and righteous Laws, fince thoſe Laws 
have been broken and his Authority con- 
temned, it is very juſt for God to require 
a Sacrifice of Atoxemeat for the Sins of 
the World, that Mau'ind may ſee that 
God was juſtly diſpleaſed at them, and that 
one t.ike Incouragement to goon to commit 
them ; but yet, that upon their hearty Re- 
pentance and fincere Obedience, they may 
be aſſured of the Remiſſion of Sinus and the 
Promiſe of Eternal Life. ' All ihe Difh- 
eulty now remaining is about Chriſt's Sufte- 
ring in our ſtead, of which the Scripture 
ſpeaks ſo fully in the places already men- 
tiond. But we muſt confider what is An- 
ſwered to them. 

Il. 7a thoſe places of Scripture which 
ſpeak of Chriſt's Suffering the Puniſhment 
of our Sins ; a that Socinus ſaith, comes 
to theſe two thin:s. , 

1. That Chriſt ſuffer'd on the occa- 
ſion of our Sins, and with a Deſign to 
take away our S1ns. 

2. That by his Sufferings he came to 
have a Power to Forgive Sins; and that 
this is the proper Expiation of Sin. But 


by 
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by no means that he ſuffer'd in our ſtead ; 
for he hath theſe Words ; Ut nihil aliud 
ſit Chriſtum pro nobis mortuum ele, 
quam vice ſeu loco noſtro mortem ſubiil- 
ſe, id adeo 4 veritate abhorret ut nihil 
magis. Which is plain Engliſh is, that 
nothing is' more falſe than that Chriſt 
ſuffer'd in our ſtead. 

The old Editions of the Racovian Ca- 
techiſm fo/ow Socinus, and there the An- 
ſwer to the Places which ſpeak of Chrilt's 
Dying for us, z, that they do not ſignify 
in our ſtead; but for our good. Which 
they are very careful to diſtinguiſh, be- 
cauſe they think that the latter implies no 
more than a Condition in order to the Ex- 
piation in Heaven ; but the other makes 
him a true Propitiatory Sacrifice for our 
Sins. But if Chriſt did not (uffer in our 
ſtead ; how c in they poſſibly Reconcile his 
undergoing this Condition with their own 
Meaſures of Divine Juſtice 2 All they pre- 
tend to ſay, is, that it was Labour and Suf- 
tering but not Puniſhment. Which is to 
ſpeak againſt the Common Senſe of Mankind; 
and is q ridiculous piece of Stoiciſm. They 
ſay, it was a meer Ad of Dominion as 
to Chriſt and not of Juſtice. But if there 
be ſuch an Eſſential Attribute as Faſtice 
in Gog, then the Exerciſe of Dominion muſt 

be 
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be reguiated by it ; eſpecially where there 
was nothing but perfeft Iunocency. The 
Caſe i very different as to the finful Race 
of Mankind, who having the Guilt of Sin 


upon them, God may juſtly exerciſe hi | 


Dominion over them as he ſees cauſe ; but 


he always doth it juſtly, although the par- | 


ticular Reaſons may not be within our reach. 
But bere is no Guilt of Sin confider d, ei- 
ther of his own, or others ; according to 
their Principles ; and yet they make him 
to undergo as great Sufferings, as we do, 
who aſſert that he ſuffer d for our ſakes in 
our ſtead ; which atone gives a Reaſonable 
Account of it. 

But in the late corre Edition of the 
Racovian Catechiſm they ſay, the Senſe 
of Chriſt's Suffering for our Sins is two- 
fold, but both come to_ one at laſt, 
x. That Chriſt ſuffered as a Sacrifice in 


our flead ; tanquam victima pro nobis 


Succedanea. How can Socinus and the 
Racovian Catechiſm agree? 2. That he 
ſuffer'd for our good. But they deny any 
Commuration which they ſay, was not 
in the Expiatory Sacritice among the 
Jews. What doth a Subſtitution differ 


from a Commutation zx this C aſe 4 


But how do ſuffering in our ſtead and 


for our good come all to one at laſt? 
Either 
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Either it mu#Þ be, that Chrift did truly 
ſuffer in our ſtead, when he underwent the 
Puniſhment of our Sins in or-/er to our Re- 


| demptionand Expiation; and that is a very 
good and true Senſe ; which we readily em- 
| brace, and are very well content that they 
ſbould come all to one: Or if the mean- 


ing be only, that Chriſt may be ſaid to 
ſuffer in our ſtead, becauſe we have Bene- 
fit by the Conſequences of his Death ; 
then his dying is only conſider d as a bare 
Condition and not as a Sacrifice in our 
ſtead. As to make it plain by an Inſtance : 
we all agree that Joſeph's Suffering in E- 
gypt was deſigned by the Wiſe Provi- 
dence of God for the good of hus Brethren, 
which they received after his Advancement, 
to which his Suffering was an Antecedent 
Condition. But can any Man ſay, that he 
ſuffer'd in ſtead of his Brethren? But now 
if Joſeph's Brethren had been ſold for Slaves 
in Egypt , aud Joſeph had gone down 
thither and offer d himſelf a Friſoner for 
their Deliverance; this had been truly 
Suffering 1n theirſtead, as well as for their 
Advantage. And ſuppoſe the King of K- 
gypt had agreed with Joſeph, that zf he 
would become Priſoner for his Brethren, he 
would advance him, and he ſhould himſelf 
deliver them by his own Power ; this doth 

not 
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not at all hinder his Suffering in their 
ſtead. But if it had no Relation to their 
Deliverance by his being made Captive 
himſelf; But was only a ſtep to his Ad- 
wancement ; then it cannot be ſaid to be in 
their ſtead, a/though it might turn to their 
Advantage. And ſo much for the Senſe 
of the Racovian Carechiſm. 

But our Unitarians fly higher, for they 


ſay, 


1. That God could not juſtly or wiſe- 
ly ſubſtitute an Innocent Perſon to un» 
dergo Puniſhment in place of the 
Guilty. 

2. That Chriſt could not freely offer 
himſelf as a Sacrifice in our ſtead, nor 
could God accept of it, or allow it. 

So that here we have the true State of 


- this Controverſie between us, viz. whether 


Chriſt were a Real Expiatory Sacrifice 
for the Sins of Mankind. For, if he 
could not be Subſtituted in our ſtead, nor 
God accept of his offering up himſelf for 
us ; all the other Expreſſions are meer 
Words given out on purpoſe to Amuſe and 
Decerve us. 

And this is that which I have underta- 
ken to make out in the following Diſ- 
courſe, Viz. 


1. That 
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t. That the Scripture doth as plainly Chap. 11. 


ſet forth that Chriſt ſuffer'd the Puniſh- 
ment of our Sins and in our ſead, as 7t 
could do; and that no Expreſſions could be 
thought of to that Jos , but might te 
anſwered in the ſ:me way that they do 
theſe. And therefore it is in vain tocon- 
tend with ſuch Men, who are reſolved that 
Words and Phraſes ſhall fignify no other- 
wiſe, than they would have them. And 
yet at laſt they cannot deny but a kind of 
Subſtitution 75 3mplied as a Victima Suc- 
cedanea; but how 2 That he ſuffer d tor our 
good and by the occaſion of our Sins, 
but not the Puniſhment of them. Thus 
far then we have gained, that the Words 
of Scripture are for us ; but ſay they, what 
ever the Words are, they cannot mean 
any real Puniſhment, becauſe he was 


an Innocent Perſon. Therefore 7 have 
ſhewed - 


2. That there is no Rep»gnancy in Rea- Chap. III. 


ſon, nor to the Fuſtice of God for an Inno- 
cent Perſon to ſuffer by his own Conſent and 
for ſo great an End, what the Scripture 
attributes to our Saviour. And I have 
fully anſwered the Arguments brought by 
our Adverſaries to prove that God could 
not juſtly or wiſely ſubſtitute an Inno- 
cent Perſon to ſuffer for the Guilty. 

3. That 
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. That Chriſt did offer up himſelf, as 
an Expiatory Sacrifice to God in our 
ſNead ; and that God did accept and al. 
Jow of it. Which is the Deſign of the three 
laft Chapters. ind till an Anſwer be gi- 
ven to what T have there diſcourſed at 
large, I ſhall refer the Reader to what » 
already ſaid ; and ſhall ſuppoſe thoſe An- 
iwers to be ſuftcient, till T ſee ſome better 
Reaſons for their Opinion in this matter, 
than I have yet met with, although I hive 
been no ſtranger to their late Writings, as, 
God willing, they may ſee on another Oc- 


caſton. 


FE. W. 


April 24. 1696. 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


Here are already publiſhed Two 

Volumes of Sermons, Preached 

upon Several Occaſions, by the Right 

Reverend Father in God, Edward Lord 

Biſhop of Worceſter, in Oftavo : Sold by 

Henry Mortlock, at the Phenix in St. 
Paul's Church-yard. 


A Third Volume will ſpeedily be pre- 
pared for the Preſs. 


DISCOURSE 


Concerning the 


Sufferings of Chriſt. 


_ 


I, 


ER 


CHAEF- I 


Of the Socinian way of interpreting 
Scripture ; and of the uncertainty it 
leaves us in as to the main Articles of 
Faith, manifeſted by an Expoſition of 
Gen. r. ſuitable to that way. II. The 


ſtate of the Controverſte in general con- 
cerning the Sufferings of Chriſt for us. 
He did not ſuffer the ſame we ſhould 
have done. Ill. The grand miſtake in 
making puniſhments of the nature of 
IV. The difference between 

5 


Debts. 
them 


Of the Sufferings 
them at large diſcovered, from the dif 
ferent reaſon and ends of them. V. The 
right of p:iniſhment in God, proved againſt 
Crellius, not to ariſe from mere domi- 
#ion. VI. The end of puniſhment not 
bare Compenſation, as it is in Debts ; 
what puniſhment due to an injured per- 
ſon by the right of Nature; proper pu- 
niſhment a reſult of Laws. VII. Crellius 
h's great miſtake about the end of pu- 
nifhments. VII. Not deſigned for ſa- 
tisfattion of Anger as it is a defire of 
Revenge. Seneca and Lactantius vin- 
dicated again{t Crellius. IX. The Ma- 
giſtrates intereſt in puniſhment diſtinft 


from that of private perſons. X. Of | 


the nature of Anger in God, and the ſa- 
tisfaition to be made to it. Crellius 
hy great arguments againft ſatisfatt ion 
depend on a falſe Notion of God s anger. 
Xi. Of the ends of divine puniſhments. 
XII. 7he different nature of them in this 
and the future ſtate. 
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STR, 
Lthough the Letter I received 
from your hands contained in it 
| , ſo many miſtakes of my mean- 
ing and deſign, that it ſeemed 
to be the greateſt civility to the Writer 
of it, to give no anſwer at all to it; be- 
cauſe that could not be done, without 
the diſcovery of far more weakneſſes in 
him, than he pretends to find in my dif- 
courſe: Yer the weight and importance 
of the matter may require a farther ac- 
count from me, concerning the true 
reaſon of the Sufferings of Chriſt. Where- 
in my deſign was ſo far from repreſenting 
old Errors to the beſt advantage, or to 
rack my wits to defend them, as that per- 
ſon ſeems to ſuggeſt ; that I aimed at 
nothing more than to give a true ac- 
count of what upon a ſerious enquiry, I 
judged to be the. moſt natural and genu- 
ine meaning of the Chriſtian Doqrine 
contained in the Writings of the New 

Teſtament. 

I. For finding therein ſuch multitudes of :he So- 
of expreſſions, which to an unprejudi- cinian wap 
ced mind attribute all the mighty et- —_ 
tes of the Love of God to us, to the pro. 

obedience and ſufferings of Chriſt, I be- 
B 2 gan 
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an to conſider what reaſon there was 
why the plain and eaſie ſenſe of thoſe 
places muſt be forſaken. and a remote 
and Metaphorical meaning put upon 
them. Which I thought my {elf the 
more obliged to do, becauſe I could not 
conceive it it had been the deſign of the 
Scripture, to have delivered the recei- 
ved Dodtrine of the Chriſtian Church, 
concerning the reaſon of the ſufferings 
of Chriſt, that it could have been more 
clearly and fully expreſſed than it is al- 
ready. So that ſuppoling that to have 
been the true meaning of the ſeveral pla- 
ces of Scripture which we contend for ; 
yet the ſame arts and ſubtilties might 
have been uſed to pervert it, which are 
imployed to perſwade men that 1s not the 
true meaning of them. And what is e- 
qually ſerviceable to truth and falſhood, 
can of it ſelf, have no power on the 
minds of men to convince them it muſt 
be one, and not the other. Nay, if e- 
very unuſual and improper acception 
of words in the Scripture, ſhall be thought 
ſ\uflicient to take away the natural and 
genuine ſenſe, where the matter is capa- 


ble of it, I know ſcarce any article of 


Faith can be long ſecure ; and: by theſe 
arts men may declare that they believe 
the 


© © ——Q >a © VV 


rr 


VP - 2 OY CD as C05 CTY” 


—_ —— ————— W 


of CHRIST. 


the Scriptures, and yet believe nothing 
of the Chriſtian Faith. For if the im- 
proper, though unuſual acception of 
thoſe expreſſions of Chriſt's dying for us, 
of redemption, . propitiation, reconciliation 
by his blood, of his bearing oar iniquites, 
and being made fin and a curſe for us, 
thall be enough to invalidate all the ar- 
uments taken from them to prove that 
which the proper ſenſe of them doth im- 
ply, why may not the improper uſe 
of the terms of Creation and Reſurre- 
ion, as well take away the natural 
ſenſe of them in the great Articles of the 
Creation of the world, and ReſureRion 
after death 2 For if it be enough toprove 
that Chriſt's dying for us, doth not im- 
ply dying in our ſtead; becauſe ſome- 
times dying for others imports no more 
than dying for ſome advantage to come 
to them ; if redemption being ſometimes 
uſed for mere deliverance, ſhall make our 
redemption by Chriſt, wholly Metapho- 
rical ; if the terms of propitration, recon- 
ciliation, &c. ſhall loſe their force, be- 
cauſe they are ſometimes uſed where all 
things cannot be ſuppoſed parallel with 
the ſenſe we contend for: why ſhall I be 
bound to believe that the World was 
ever created in a proper ſenſe, ſince thoſe 
FEE B 3 PEr- 
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perſons againſt whom TI argue, ſo earneſt- 
ly contend that in thoſe places 1n which 


it ſeems as proper as any, it isto be un- 
derſtood only in a metaphorical? If 


John 1. 3, When the world and all things are ſaid to 


I ©. 


be made by Chriſt, we are not to under- 
ſtand the production but the reformation 
of the World and all things in it, although 
the natural ſenſe of the Words be quite 
otherwiſe ; what argument can make it 
neceſſary for me not to underſtand the 
Creation of the World in a metaphorical 
ſenſe, when Moſes delivers to us the hi- 
ſtory of it2 Why may not I underſtand 
in the beginning, Gen. 1. for the beginning 
of the Moſaical Dilpenſation, as well as 
Socinus doth in the beginning, John 1. for 
the beginning of the Evangelical 2 and 
that from the very ſame argument uſed 
by him, viz. that in the beginning is to 
be underſtood of the main ſubject con- 
cerning which the author intends to 
write, and that I am as ſure it was in Mo- 
fes concerning the Lawgiven by him, as 
it was in St. Joh» concerning the Goſpel 
delivered by Chriſt, Why may not rhe 
Creation of the Heavens and the Earth, 
be no more than the erection of the 
Jewiſh Polity 2 fince it is acknowledged, 
that by New Heavens and New Earth 
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wherein dwelleth righteouſneſs, no more 
is underſtood than a new ſtate of things 
under the Goſpel > Why may not the 
confuſed Chaos import no more than the 
ſtate of Ignorance and Darkneſs under 
which the World was before the Law of 
Moſes 2 ſince it is conſeſſed that it ſigni- 
fies. in the New Teſtament ſuch a ſtate 
of the World before the Goſpel appear- 
ed? and conſequently, why may not 
the light which made the firſt day be the 
firſt tendencies to the Doctrine of Moſes, 
which being at firſt divided and ſcatte- 
red, was united afterwards in one great 
Body of Laws, which was called the 
Sun, becauſe it was the great Direftor of 
the Fewiſh Nation, and therefore ſaid 20 
rule the day; as the leſs conſiderable 
Laws of other Nations are called the 
Moon, becauſe they were to govern thoſe 
who were yet under the »ight of Igno- 
rance 2 Why may not the Firmament be- 
ing in the midſt of the Waters, imply the 
erection of the Jewiſh State in the midſt 
of a great deal of trouble, ſince it is 

Red. that Waters are often taken 
in Scripture in a Metaphorical ſenſe for 
troubles and afflictions ? and the Earth 
appearing out of the Waters, be no more 


but the {ettlement of that State after its 


B 4 tro» 


Of the Sufferings 

troubles; and particularly with great 
elegancy after their paſſage through the 
Red Sea 2 And the Produftion of Herbs 
and living Creatures, be the great en- 
creaſe of the People of all forts, as well 
thoſe of a meaner rank (and therefore 
called herbs) as thoſe of a higher, that 
were to live upon the other, and ſome- 
times trample upon them, and therefore 
by way of excellency called the Living 
Creatures > And when theſe were multi- 
plied and brought into order, (which 
being done by ſteps and degrees, is ſaid 
to be finiſhed in ſeveral days) then the 
State and the Church flouriſhed and en- 
joyed agreat deal of pleaſure, which was 
the production of Man and Woman, and 
their being placed in Paradiſe: (for x 
perfett Man, notes a high degree of per- 
fection, and a Woman is taken for the 
Church in the Revelations) but when they 
followed the Cuſtoms of other Nations 
which were as a forbidden tree to them, 
then they loſt all their happineſs and plea- 
ſure, and were expell'd out of their own 
Country,..and lived in great ſlavery and 
miſery, which was the Curſe pronoun- 
ced againſt them, for violating the rules 
of Policy eſtabliſhed among them. Thus 
you ſee how ſmall a meaſure of wit, by 

the 
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the advantage of thoſe ways of interpre- 
ting Scripture, which the ſubtileſt of our 
adverſaries make uſe of, will ſerve ro 
pervert the cleareſt expreſſions of Scri- 
pture to quite another ſenſe than was ever 
intended by the Writer of them. And 
| aſſure you, if that rule of interpreting 
Scripture be once allowed ; that if words 
are ever uled in a Metaphorical ſenſe, 
there can be no neceſſity of underſtand- 
ing them any where in a proper ; therc 
is ſcarce any thing which you look on 
2s the moſt Ram In to be believed 1n 
Scripture, but it may be made appear 
not to be ſo upon thoſe terms. For by 
reaſon of the paucity, and therefore the 
ambiguity of the Original words of the 
Hebrew language, the ſtrange Idioms of 
it, the different ſenſes of the ſame word 
in ſeveral Conjugations, the want of ſe- 
veral modes of expreſſion which are uſed 
in other Languages, and above all the 
lofty and Metaphorical way of ſpeaking 
uſed in all Eaſtern Countries, and the 
imitation of the Hebrew Idioms in the 
Greek Tranſlation of the Old Teſtamear, 
and Original of the New, you can hard- 
ly affix a ſenſe upon any words uſed 
therein, but a man who will be at the 
pays to ſearch all .poſlible wg" 
an 
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and uſes of thoſe words, will put you 
hard to it, to make good that which you 
took to be the proper meaning of them. 
Wherefore although I will not deny to 
our adverſaries the praiſe of ſubtilty and 
diligence; I cannot give them that 
(which is much more praiſe-worthy ) of 
diſcretion and ſound judgment. For 
while they uſe their utmoſt induſtry to 
ſearch all the moſt remote and Metapho- 
rical ſenſes of words, with a deſign to 
take off the genuine and proper meaning 
of them, they do not attend to the! il] 
conſequence that may be made of this to 
the overthrowing thoſe things, the belief 
of which themſelves make neceſlary to fal- 
vation. For by this way the whole Goſpel 
may be made an Allegory, and the Reſur- 
re&tion of Chriſt be thought as meta- 
phorical as the Redemption by his Death, 
and the force of all the Precepts of the 
Goſpel avoided by ſome unuſual fignifi- 
cation of the words wherein they are de- 
livered. So that nothing can be moreun- 
reaſonable than ſuch a method of proceed- 
ing, unleſs it be firſt ſufficiently proved 
that the matter is not capable of the pro- 
per ſenſe, and therefore of neceſſity the 
improper only is to be allowed. - And 
this is that which Socimuy ſeems after - 
11 
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his pains to pervert the meaning of the 
places 1n controverſie, to rely on molt ; 

viz. That the Dofrine of ſatisfattion doth Socin. de 
imply an impoſſibility in the thing it ſelf, 5,19" 
and therefore muſt needs be falſe ; nay, he Cap. 4. 
faith, the infallibility of the Revealer had 

not been enough in this Caſe, ſuppoſing that 
Chriſt had ſaid it, and riſen from the dead, 

to declare his own Yeracity; unleſs he had 
delivered it by its proper cauſes and ef- 
fetts, and ſo ſhewed the poſſibility of the 
thing it ſelf. And the reaſon, he faith, 

why they believe their Dodrine true, 1s 

not barely becauſe God hath ſaid it, but 

they believecertainly that God hath ſaid it, 
becauſe they know it to be trae 5 by know- 

ing the contrary Dodrine to be 1mpoſſii- 

ble. The controverſie then, concerning 

the meaning of the places in diſpute is to 

be reſolved from the nature and reaſona- 
blenels of the matter contained in them 2? 

for if Socinus his reaſon be an{werable to 

his confidence, if the account we give 

of the ſufferings of Chriſt, be repug- 

nant not only to the Juſtice, Goodneſs 

and Grace of God, but to' the nature of 

the thing ; if it appear impoſſible, that 
mankind ſhould be redeemed in a proper 
ſenſe, or that God ſhould be propitiated 

by the Death of his Son as a Sacrifice 


for 
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for ſin ; if it enervate all the Precepts 
of Obedience, and tend rather to juſtifie 
ſins than thoſe who do repent of them ; 
I ſhall then agree, that no induſtry can 
be too great in ſearching Authors, com- 
paring places, examining Verſions, to 
find out ſuch a ſenſe as may be agree- 
able to the nature of things, the Attri- 
butes of God, and the deſign of Chriſti- 
an Religion. But it on the contrary, 
the Scripture doth plainly aſſert thoſe 
things, from whence our Doctrine fol- 
lows, and without which no reaſonable 
account can be given either of the expreſ- 
ſions uſed therein, or of the ſufferings of 
Chriſt ; if Chriſt's death did immediate- 
ly reſpe&t God as a ſacrifice, and was 
paid as a price for our redemption ; it 
ſuch a deſign of his death be ſo far from 
being repugnant to the nature of God, 
that it highly manifeſts his Wiſdom, 
Juſtice and Mercy ; if it aſſert nothing 
but what is ſo far from being impoſſible, 
that it is very reconcileable to the com- 
mon principles of Reaſon, - as well as the 
Free-Grace of. God in the pardon of fin ; 
if, being truly, underſtood, it is ſo far 
trom enervating, that it advances high- 
ly all the purpoſes of Chriſtian Religion, 
then 1t can be no leſs than a.betraying 

one 
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one of the grand Truths of the Chrifſti- 


an Doctrine, not to believe ours to be 
the true ſenſe of the places in controver- 
fie. And this is that which I now take 
upon me to maintain. 

II. For our clearer proceeding herein, 
nothing will be more neceſſary, than to 
underſtand the true ſkate of the Contrower- The ftate of 
fie ; which hath been rendred more ob- {4 5 
{cure by the miſtakes of ſome , who genera? 
have managed it with greater zeal than 
judgment; who have aſſerted more 
than they needed ro have done, and 
made our Adverfaries aſſert much leſs 
than they do: And by this means have 
ſhot over their Adverſaries heads, and 
laid their own more open to aſſaults. It 
is eaſe to obſerve, that moſt of Socinus 
his Arguments are levelled againſt an o- 
pinion, which tew who have conſidered 
theſe things do maintain, and none need 
to think themſelves obliged to do it ; 
which is, 'That Chriſt paid a proper and 
rigid ſatisfaction for the ſins of men, 
confidered under the notion of debts, and 
that he paid the very ſame, which we 
ought to have done ; which in the ſenſe 
of the Law, is never called Satisfaction, 
but ſtrict Payment. Againſt this Soc#- 
ms diſputes from the impoſſibility of 

Chriſt's 
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Chriſt's paying the very ſame that we 
were to have paid; becauſe our penalty 
was eternal Death, and that as the con- 
ſequent of inherent guilt, which Chriſt 
neither did nor could undergo. Neither 
1s 1t enough to ſay, That Chriſt had un- 
dergone eternul Death, unleſs he had been 
able to free himſelf from it; for the ad- 
miſſion of orfe to pay for another, who 
could diſcharge the debt in much Jeſs 
time than the offenders could , was 
not the ſame which the Law required. 
For that takes no notice of any other 
than the perſons who had finned ; 
2nd if a Mediator could have paid the 
ſame, the Original Law muſt have been 
disjunaive; wiz. That either the Oft- 
fender muſt ſuffer, or another for him ; 
but then the Goſpel had not been the 
bringing in of a better Covenant, but a 
performance of the old. But if there te 
a relaxation or diſpenſation of the firſt 
Law ; then it neceſlarily follows, that 
what Chriſt paid, was not the very 
ſame which the firſt Law required : for 
what need of that, when the very ſame 
was paid that was in the obligation 2 But 
if it be ſaid, That the dignity of the perſon 
makesup, what wanted in the kind or degree 
of puniſhment ; this is a plain conteſtion 

that 
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that it is not the ſame, but ſomething 
equivalent, which anſwers the ends of 
the Sanion, as much as the ſame would 
have done, which is the thing we con- 
tend for. Beſides, if the very ſame had 
been paid in the ſtrict ſenſe, there would 
have followed a deliverance zpſo fatto; 
for the releaſe immediately follows the 
payment of the ſame : and it had been 
injuſtice to have required any thing fur- 
ther, in order to the diſcharge of the 
Offender, when ſtrit and full pavmenc 
had been made of what was in the oblt- 
gation. But we fee that Faith and Re- 
pentance, and the conſequences of thoſe 
two, are made conditions on our Parts, 
in order to the enjoying the benefit of 
what Chriſt hath procured; So that the 
releaſe is not 1mmediate upon the pay- 
ment, but depends on a new contract, 
made in conſideration of what Chriſt 
hath done and ſuffered for us. If it be 
laid, 7 hat by Chriſt's payment, we become 
his, and he requires theſe conditions of us ; 
beſides the contrariety of it to the Scri- 
ptures, which make rhe conditions to 
be required by him to. whom the pay- 
ment was made; we are to conſider, 
that theſe very perſons aſlert, that Chriſt 
paid all for us,. and in our name and 

ſtead : 
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ſtead; ſo that the payment by Chriſt 
was by a ſubſtitution in our room; 
and if he paid the ſame which the 
Law required, the benefit muſt im- 
mediately accrue to thoſe in whoſe name 
the debt was paid. For whar was done 
in the name of another, tis all one to the 
Creditor, as if it had been done by the 
Debtor himſelf. But above all things, it 
is impoſlible to reconcile the freeneſs of 
remiſſion, with the full payment of the 
very fame which was in the obligation, 
Neither will it ſerve to ſay, That though 
#t was not free to Chriſt, yet it was to us. 
For the ſatisfation and remiſſion muſt 
reſpe&t the ſame perſon ; for Chriſt did 
not pay for himſelf, but for us, neither 
could the remiſſion be 'to him. Chrift 
therefore is not conſider'd in his own 
name, but asaCting in our ſtead ; ſo that 
what was free to him, muſt be to us; 
what was exactly paid by him, 1t is all 
one as if it had been done by us: fothat 
it 1s impoſlible the ſame debt ſhould be 
fully paid and freely forgiven. Much 
leſs-will it avoid the difficulty in this caſe 
to lay, That it was a refuſable payment : 
tor it being {uppoled to be the very ſame, 
it was not 1n juſtice retuſable ; and how- 
ever not 'in Equity, it it anſwer the 1n- 

tention 
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tention of the Law, as much as the ſuf- 
fering of the offenders had done; and the 
more it doth that, the lels refuſable it is. 
And although God himſelf found out the 
way, that doth not make the pardon free, 
but the deſignation of the perſon who 
was to pay the debt. Thus when our 
Adverfſaries diſpute againſt this opinion, 
no wonder if they do it ſucceſsfully ; 
but this whole opinion 1s built upon a 
miſtake, that ſatisfaction muſt be the 
payment of the very ſame ; which while 
they contend for, they give our Adver- 
ſaries too great an advantage, and make 


them think they triumph over the Faith 


of the Church, when they do it only 
over the miſtake of ſome particular per- 
ſons. Bur the foundation of this mi- 
ſtake, lies in the conſideration of puniſh» 
ment, under the notion of debts, and 
that ſatisfation therefore muſt be by 
ſtrict payment in rigor of Law ; but how 
great that miſtake is, will appear in the 
ſubſequent diſcourſe. But it cannot but 
be wondred at, that the very ſame per- 
ſons who conſider ſins, as debts which 
muſt be ſtritly farisfed for, do withal 
contend for the abſolute neceſſity of this 
latisfaction : whereas Socimus his Argu- 
ments would hold good, if /ins were only 
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conſidered as debts, and God as the mere 
Creditor of puniſhment ; he might as free- 


ly part with his own right without ſati|- 
fattion, as any Creditor may forgive what 


ſamm he pleaſes to a perſon indebted to 


him ; and no realon can be brought to 
the contrary, from that notion of ſins, 
why he may not do it. But if they be 
conlidered, with a reſpe& to God's Go- 
verament of the world, and the honour 
of his Laws, then ſome further account 
may be given, why it may not be con- 
ſiſtent with that, to pa's by the ſins of 
men, withour ſatisfaAtion made to them. 


of the dif. II. And becauſe the miſtake. in this 
ference of matter, hath been the foundation of moſt 


debts and 


of the ſubſequent miſtakes on both ſides, 
and the diſcovery of the cauſe of errors, 
doth far more to the cure of them, than 
any Arguments brought againſt them; 


and withal, the true underſtanding of 


the whole Dodtrine of ſatisfation de- 
pends upon it, I ſhall endeavour to make 
cicar the notion under which our ſins are 
conſidered ; for upon that depends the 
nature of the ſatisfation which is to be 
made for them. For while our Adver-. 
ſaries {uppoſe, that ſins are to be looked 
on under the notion of debts in this de- 
bate, they alſlert it to be wholly free for 

God 
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God to remit them, without any fati(- 
faction. Thev make the right of pu- 
niſhment merely to depend on God's ab- 
ſolute Dominion ; and that all fatisfa- 
ion muſt be conſidered under the no- 
tion of compenſation, for the injuries 
done to him, to whom it 1s to be made. 
But if we can clearly ſhew a conſidera- 
ble difference between the notion of debts 
and puniſhments, if the right of puniſh- 
ment doth not depend upon mere Domi- 
nion, and that fatisfation by way of 
puniſhment, is not primarily intended 
for compenſation, but for other ends, we 
ſhall make not only the ſtate of the Con- 
troverſie much clearer, but offer ſome» 
thing conſiderable towards the reſoluti- 
on of it. The way I ſhall take for the 
proof of the difference between debts 
and puniſhments, ſhall be uſing the other 
for the Arguments for it. For beſides, 
that thoſe things are juſt in matter of 
debts, which are not ſo in the caſe of 
puniſhments; as, that it is lawfull for a 
man to forgive all the debts which are 
owing him by all perſons, though they 
never ſo contumacioufly refule pay- 
ment, but our Adverſfaries will not fay 
loin the caſe of fins ; for although they 
alert, That the juſtice of God doth ne- 
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ver require puniſhment in 
caſe of repentance,yet with- 
al they aſſert, That i» caſe 
of impenttency, it 1s not only 
agreeable, Eut due to the na- 
rure and decrees ; and there. 
fore to the reflitude and e. 
quity of God not to give pars 
don Burt if this be true, 
then there 1s an apparent 
ditterence between the no- 
tion of debts and puniſh. 
ments ; tor the Impeniten- 


cy doth but add to the grcatnels of the 

ebr : And will they fay, it 1s only in 
God's power to remit ſmall detts, but 
he muſt punith the greateſt 2 what be 
comes then of God's abſclute liberty to 


part with hs own right? will not this | 
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ſhew more ot his kindneſs to pardon the 
greater, rather than leſſer offenders ? But 
it there be ſomething in the nature of the 
thing, which makes it not only juſt, but 
necetlary tor impenitent linners to be pu- 
niſhed, as Cre/zus after Socinus frequent 
ly acknowledges, then it is plain, that 
{ins are not to be conlidered merely as 
debts, for that obſtinacy. and impent- 
tency is only punithed as a greater de- 
gree of fin, and theretore as a greater 


debt. 


of CHRIST. 21 


n | debt. And withal, thoſe things are law- 
. | full in the remiſſion of debts, which are 
@ | unjuſt in the matter of puniſhments; as 
y | it is Jawfull for a Creditor, when two 
> | perſons are conſidered in equal circum- 
ſtances, to remit one, and not the other ; 
nay, to remit the greater debr, without 
| any ſatisfaction, and to exact the lefler 

| to the greateſt extremity ; but it is un» 
t | juſtin matter of puniſhments, where the 

| 

| 


jeaſon and circumſtances are the ſame, 

for a perſon who hath committed a 

»- | crime of very dangerous conſequence, 

e | to eſcape unpuniſhed, and another who 

n | hath been guilty of far leſs to be levere- 

it ly executed.. Beſides theſe conſiderations, 

& | Tay, 1 ſhall now prove the difference of 

0 | debts and puniſhments, from thoſe rwo 

s | things whereby things are beſt differen- 

e | c&d trom each other; viz. The difftercnt 

it | Reaſon, and the different End of them. 

ſs IV. (t.) The different Reaſon of debts Th, reaſon 
and puniſhments : The realon ot debts of humane 

aq prniſbment 

9 | is dominion and propzrty, and the obs *%7 owk 

t- | ligation of them, depends upon voſun- lick inte- 

it | tzry contracts between partics ; but the '# 

3s | reaſon of puniſhments 1s Juſlice and Go- 

- | vernment, and depends not upon mere 

e- | contracts, but the relation the perſon 

xr | ſtands in to that Authority to which 

t. C 3 he 
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he is accountable for his ations. For 
if the obligation to puniſhment, did de- 
pend upon mere contract, then none 
could juſtly be puniſhed, but ſuch who 
have conſented to it by an antecedent 
contract : If it be ſaid, That a contra i; 
implied, by their being in ſociety with 6+ 
thers ; that is as much as I cefire to 
make the difference appear, for in caſe 
of debts, the obligation depends upon 
the voluntary contract of the perſon; 
but in caſe of puniſhments, the very 
relation to Government, and living un- | 
der Laws doth imply it. And the right ; 
of puniſhment depends upon the obli | 
gation of Laws, where the reaſon of | 
them holds, wirhour any expreſs con- | 
tract, or ſuperiority of one over ano- 
ther; as in the caſe of violation of the 
Law of Nations, that gives right to ano- 
ther Nation to puniſh the infringers of 
it. Otherwiſe Wars could never be law | 
full between two Nations, and none 
couid be warrantable, but thoſe of 1 
Prince againſt his rebellious ſubjects, 
who have broken the Laws themſelves 
conſented expreſly to. Beſides, in calc 
of debts every man is bound to pay, 
whether he be caild upon or no; but in 
caſe of puniſh;aents, no man is bound 
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to betray or accuſe himſelf. For the 
obligation to payment in caſe of debt 
ariſech from the injury ſuſtained by rhat 
particular perſon, if another detains 
what is his own from him ; but the ob- 
ligation to puniſhment, ariſes from the 
injury, the Publick ſuſtains by the impu- 
nity of crimes, of which the Magiltratgs 
are to take Care; who by the diſpen- 
ſing of puniſhments, do ſhew that to be 
true which Grotius aſſerts, that if there 
be any Creditor to be aſſigned in punith- 
ment, it is the publick good: Which 
appears by this, that all puniſhments are 
proportioned, according to the influence. 
the offences have upon the publick in- 
tzreſt ; for the reaſon of puniſhment is 
not becauſe a Law is broken, but be- 
cauſe the breach of a Law tends to dit- 
ſolve the community, by infringing the 
Authority of the Laws, and the honour 
of thoſe who are to take care of them. 
For if we conſider it, the mealure of pu- 
niſhments is in a well ordered State, ta- 
ken from the influence which crimes 
have upon the peace and intereſt of the 
community. No man queſtions, but 
that Malice, Pride and Avarice, are 
things really as bad as many faults, 
that are ſeverely puniſhed by humane 
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Laws, but the reaſon theſe are not pu- 
niſhed is, becauſe rhey do not ſo much 
injury to the publick intereſt, as Theft 
and Robbery do. Befides, in thoſe things 
wherein the Laws of a Nation are con- 
cerned, the utmoſt rigor 1s not uſed in 
the preventing of crimes, or the execu- 
tion of them when committed, if ſuch 
an execution may endanger the publick 
more than the impunity of the oftenders 
may do. And there are ſome things 
which are thought ſit to be forbidden, 
where the utmoſt means are not uſed to 
prevent them; as Merchants are forbid- 
den to ſteal cuſtoms, but rhey are not 
put under an Oath not to do it. And 
when penalties have been deſerved, the 
Execution of them hath been deferred, 
rill it may be moſt for the advantage of 
the publick : as Joab's puniſhment till So- 
lomon's Reign, though he deſerved it as 
much in David's. So that the rule com- 
monly talked of, Fiat juſtitia & pereat 
mundus, is a piece of Pedantry, rather 


than true Wiſdom; for whatever pe- \ 


nalty inflicted brings a far greater detri- 
ment to the +publick, than the forbea- 
rance of it, 15 no piece of Juſtice to the 
State, but the contrary ; the greateſt 
Law, being the ſafety and Ry 
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of the whole Body. By winch it ap- 
pears, that in humane Laws, the reaſon 
of puniſhment is not, rhat ſuch an aCi- 
on is done, but becauſe the impunity in 
doing it, may have a bad influence on 
the publick intereſt ;- but in debts, the 
right of Reſtitution depends upon the 
injury received by a particular perſon, 
who looks at no more than the repara- 
tion of his loſs by it. 

V. We are now to conſider, how far ,, ,,,z 
theſe things will hold in Divine Laws, ef Divine 
and what the right of puniſhment doth 410. 
reſult from there. For Cre//ius, the ſub- pominion. 
tilleſt of our Adverſaries, knowing of Cell. Re- 
how great conſequence the reſolution of —— 
this 1s, 1n the whole Controverſie of Sa- 2. {c8. 1. 
tisfaQtion, vehemently contends, That _ 
the right of puniſhment doth reſult from 
God's abſolute Dominion, and therefore he 
s to be conſidered - as the offended party, 
and not as Governor in the right of inflitt- 
inz puniſhment; tor which his firii Ar- 
gument 15, That our obedience is due to P. 144- 
God's Law, on the account of his Dominion ; 
but when that is not performed, the penal- 
ty ſucceeds in its room, and therefore that 
doth belong to God on the ſame account : His 
other arguments are, from the compenſation 
of injuries due to the offended party, and 


from 
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from God's anger againſt fin, in which he 


s to be confiderd as the offended party : 
Theſe two latter will be anſwered under 
the next head ; the firſt I am to examine 
here. He therefore tells us, that the right ! 
of puniſhment belongs to God's Domi- | 
nion, becauſe the reaion of his Govern- 
ment of mankind is, becauſe he is the | 
Lord of them. But, for our better un- | 
derſtanding this, we are to conſider, al- | 
though the original right of Govern- | 
ment doth reſult from God's Dominion ; 
for therefore our obedience is due, be- | 
cauſe of his Sovereignty over us ; yet 
when God takes upon him the notion of 
a Governour, he enters into a new relz- 
tion with his creatures, diſtin from the 
firſt as mere Lord. For he is equally 
Lord of all to whom he gives a being, 
but hedoth not require obedience upon 
equal terms, nor governs them by the 
ſame Laws : Dominion is properly ſhew- 
ed in the exerciſe of power ; but when 
God gives Laws according to which he 
will reward and puniſh, he ſo far re- 
ſtrains the exerciſe of his Dominion to a 
{ubſerviency tothe ends of Government. 
It we ſhould ſuppoſe, that God governs 
the world merely by his Dominion, we 


muſt take away all rewards and puniſh- 
ments; 


of CARIST. 


ments; for then the actions of men, 
would be the mere effects of irrefiſtable 
power, and ſo not capable of rewards 
and puniſhments ; for there could be nei- 
ther of theſe, where mens actions are 
capable of the differences of good and e- 
vil, and that they cannot be, if they be 
the ats of God's Dominion, and not of 
their own. But if God doth not exerciſe 
his full Dominion over rational creatures, 
it is apparent that he doth govern them 
under another notionthan as mere Lord, 
and the reaſon of puniſhmenr is not to 
be taken from an abſolute right which 
God doth not make uſe of, but from the 
ends and deſigns of Government, which 
are his own Honour, the Authority of 
his Laws, and the good of thoſe whom 
he doth govern. And Cre//zus is greatly 
miſtaken , when he makes puniſhment 
to ſucceed in the place of the right of obe- 
dience; for it is only the deſert of pu- 
niſhment, which follows upon the vio- 
lation of that right; and as we aſlerr, 
that the right of obedience is derived 
from God's Sovereignty, ſo we deny not, 
but the defert of puniſhment is from the 
violation of it ; but withal we ſay, that 
the obligatioa to puniſhment depends 
upon the Laws, and God's right to in- 
| flict 
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flit puniſhment (Laws being ſuppoſed ) 


is immediately from that Government 
which he hath over mankind : For 6- 
therwiſe, if the whole right of puniſh- 
ment did ſtill depend upon God's Do- 
minion, and the firſt right of Sovereign- 
ty, then all ſins muſt have equal puniſh- 
ments, becauſe they are all equal viola- 
tions of the fundamental right of obe- 
dience; then it were at liberty for God 
to puniſh a greater ſin, with a leſs pu- 
niſhment ; and a leſſer ſin, witha greater: 
And laſtly, this would make the punith- 
ment of ſin, a mere Arbitrary thing in 
God; for there would be no reaſon of 
puniſhment, but what depended upon 
God's mere will ; whereas the reaſon of 
puniſhment in Scripture is drawn from a 
repugnancy of ſin to the divine purity 
and holineſs, and not merely from God's 
power or will to puniſh ; butif that were 
all the reaſon of it, there would be no 
repugnancy in the nature of the thing 
tor the moſt: vitious perſon to be re- 
warded, and the moſt pious to be made 
everlaſtingly miſerable, But who ever 
yet durſt ſay or think ſo > From whence 
it appears that the relation between fin 
and puniſhment is no reſult of God's ar- 
bitrary will; but it is founded in the 

nature 


of CHRIST. 


nature of the things ; ſo that as it is juſt 
for God to puniſh offenders, ſo it would 
be unjuſt to puniſh th moſt innocent 
perſon withour any reſpect to ſin. But 
if the right of puniſhment depends mere- 
ly on God's Dominion, I cannot under- 
ſtand why God may not puniſh when 
and whom, and in what manner he 
pleaſeth; without any impeachment of 
his Juſtice, and therefore it 1s to be won- 
der'd at, that the ſame perſons who af- 
ſert the right of puniſhment to be mere- 
ly in God's Dominion, ſhould yet cry 
out of the injuſtice of one perſon being 
puniſhed for anothers faults; for why 
may not God exerciſe his Dominion in 
this caſe? yes, ſay they, he may his do- 
minion, bt he cannot puniſh, becauſe pu- 
niſhment ſuppoſes guilt, and cannot be juſt 
without it ; how far that reaches, will 
be examined afterwards ; at preſent, we 
take notice of the contradiction to them- 
ſelves which our Adverſaries are guilty 
of, that they, may ſerve their own hy- 
potheſts, for when we diſpute with them, 
againſt abſolute remiſſion without fatiſ- 
faction, then they contend that theright 
of puniſhment is a mere a&t of Domi- 
nion, and God may part with his right, 
if he pleaſe ; but when they diſpute with 

us 
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us againſt the tranſlation of puniſhment 
from one to another, then they no lon- 
ger ſay that the right of puniſhment is 
an at of Dominion, but that it is a ne- 
cellary conſequent of inherent guilt, and 


cannot be removed from one to another. 


And then they utterly deny that pu- 
niſhment is of the nature of debts; for 
Soc. de Ser One man's money, they ſay, may become a- 
var. l. 3. nothers, but one mans puniſhment cannot 
73 re become anothers : Thus. they give and 
take, deny and grant, as it ſerves for 

their preſent purpoſes. 
> Theead V1. (2.) The different ends of debts 
ef puniſb- and puniſhments, make it appear that there 
yent; m 15a difference in the nature of them ; for 
penſarion the intention of the obligation to pay- 
- ir ir i® ment in caſe of debt, is the compenla- 
*, tion of the damage which the Creditor 
ſuſtains; but the intention of puniſh- 
ment, 1s not bare compenſation, but it 
1s deſigned for greater and further ends. 
For which we are to conſider the diffe- 
rent nature of puniſhments, as they are 
inflited by way of reparation of ſome 
injury done to private perſons, and as 
they do reſpet the publick good. I 
grant, that private perſons in caſe of 
injuries, feek for compenſation of the 
damage they ſuſtain, and ſo far they 
bear 
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bear the nature of debts ; but if we con- 

ſider them as inflicted by thoſe who 

have a care of the publick, though they 

are to ſee that no private perſon ſuffers 

injury by another ; yet the reaſon of 

that is not merely that he might enjoy 

his own, but becauſe the doing injuries 

to others tends to the ſubverſion of the 

ends of Government. Therefore, I can 

by no means admit that Poſition of Cre- _ 
lus, that a Magiſtrate only puniſhes as he Ge. cap. 
aſſumes the perſon of the particular men 2. Se8. 2. 
who have received injuries from others ; a on 
for he aims at other ends than merely 
the compenſation of thoſe injured per- 
ſons. Their great end is according to 
the old Roman Formula, ne quid Reſp. 
detrimenti capiat : the realon of exac- 
ing penalties upon private men is ſtill 
with a regard to the publick ſafety. 
Suppoſing men in a ſtate of nature no 
puniſhment is due to the injured perſon, 
but reſtitution of damage, and compen- 
ation of the loſs that accrues to him by 
the injury ſuſtained ; and whatever goes 
beyond this, is the effect of Govern- 
ment, which conſtitutes penalties for 
perſervation of the Society which is un- 
der Laws. But herein Cre/jus is our ad- 
verſary, but with no advantage at all to 


his 
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his Cauſe; for he offers to prove againſt 
Grotius, That ſomething more is due by ay 
znjury beyoud bare compenſation for what 
the other is ſuppoſed to loſe by the right of 
zature ; tor faith he, in every injury there 
is not only the real damage which the per. 
fon ſuſtains, but there is a contempt of the 
perſon implyed in it, for which as well a 
the former, he ought to have compenſation, 
To which I anſwer, r. That this doth 
not prove what he deſigns, v2z. that pu- 
niſhinent doth belong to the injured per- 
ſon in a ſtate of Nature, beyond bare 
reſtitution, but that it is neceſlary, that 
men ſhould not continue in ſuch a ſtate, 
that ſo they may be vindicated from 
that contempt, and others compelled 
to reſtitution. Both which, as they are 
puniſhments, are not in the power of | 
the offended party as ſuch, but ſhew 
that it is very reaſonable there ſhould 
be Laws and Governours, that private 
perſons may be preſerved in their juſt 
rights, and oflenders puniſhed for the 
vindication not only of their honour, 
but of the Laws too. And Laws being 
eſtabliſhed, the injured perſon hath right 
to no more, than the compenſation cf 
his loſs ; for thar being forced upon the 
ofterding party, is a ſufficient vindica- 
£100 
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| tion of his honour. 2. If the contempt 


of a private perſon makes a compenſa- 
tion neceſſary, how much more will this 
hold in a publick Magiſtrate ; whoſe 
contempt by diſobed:ence is of far worſe 
conſequence than that of a private perſon. 
And by this argument Cre/lzus overs 
throws his main hypotheſis , viz. that 
God may pardon fin withour latisfaction ; 
for if it be not only neceſlary, that the 
loſs be compenſated but rhe diſhonour 
too; then ſo much greater as the diſho- 
nour is, ſo much higher as the perſon 
is, ſo much more beneficial to the world 
as his Laws are, ſo much more neceſ{a- 
ry is it thar in order to pardon there 
muſt be a ſatisfation made to him, for 
the affronts he bath received from men. 
And if the greatneſs of the injury be to 
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be meaſured as Crellius aflerts, from the Crell. c. 


worth and value of the thing, from the dig- 
wity and honour of the perſon, from the dif- 
plicency of the fatt to him, which he makes 
the meaſure of puniſhment ; this makes it 
ſtill far more reaſonable, that God ſhould 
have ſatisfaction for the ſins of men,than 
that men ſhould have for the injuries done 
them by one another ; eſpecially confi- 


Grot, cap. 


2. Þ. 174+ 


dering what the ſame Author doth aſſert $8. 2g. 
alterwards, that it is ſometime repugnant ?: "98 
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to juſtice, for one to part with his own 

. right in caſe of injuries, and that either 
from the nature and circumſtances of the 
things themſelves or a decree or deter- 
mination to the contrary : for the firſt he 
inſtanceth in caſe of notorious defamati- 
0x; 1n which he faith, zt 7s a diſhoneſt 
and unlawful thing for a man, not to make 
uſe of his own right for his vindication : 
and tor the other, zu caſe of great obſtina- 
cy and malice. By both which, it is moſt 
apparent, that Cre/zus puts a mighty dit- 
ference between the nature of debts, and 
puniſhments, ſince in all caſes he allows 
it lawful for a perſon free, to remit his 
debts; but in {ome caſes he makes it 
utterly unlawful for a perſon not to make 
ule of his right for puniſhment. And 
withal if a private perſon may not part 
with his own right in ſuch caſes, how 
unreaſonable is it not to aſſert rhe ſame 
of the great Governour of the World ? 
and that there may be a neceſlity for 
him upon {uppoſition of the contempt 
of himſelf and his Laws, to vindicate 
himſelf and his honour to the world, by 
{ome remarkable teſtimony of his ſeve- 
rity againſt fin. 


VII. But 
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VII. But Cre/ius yet urgeth another Of creliu 
end of puniſhment, which though the _—_—_— 
moſt unreaſonable of all others, yet fuf- bour the 
ficiently proves from himſelf rhe diffe- <od ofpu- 
rence of debts and puniſhments, which c,.1. my q 
is, the delight which the injured perſon 2. ſe8. 2. 
takes in ſeeing the offender puniſhed. This FEI 
he ſo much inſiſts upon, as though he 
made it the moſt natural end of puniſh- 
ment ; for faith he, among the Puniſhments 
which a Prince or any other free Perſon 
can inflit, revenge is in the firſt place, 
and the more there is of that in any thing, 
the more properly it is called a puniſhment ; 
and he tells us what he means by this «/tzo; 

Viz: ſolatium ex alieno dolore, the content- 
ment taken in anothers pain. But ſaith he, P. 191. 
uo man muſt objet, that this is a thing evil 
in it ſelf ; for although it be forbidden us 
under the New Teſtament, yet in it ſelf it is 
wot unlawful for one that hath ſuffered pain 
from another to ſeek for the eaſe of his own 
pain, by the miſeries of him that injured 
him: and for this purpoſe, ſaith he, we 
have the Paſſion of Anger in as, which be- 
ing a defire of returning injuries, is ther 
ſatisfied when it apprehends it done. 
But how abſurd and unreaſonable this 
doQrine is, will be cafily diſcovered, for 


this would make the primary intend- 
D 2 ment 
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ment of puniſhment to be the evil of 
him that ſuffers it. Where the right 
of puniſhment is derived from an in- 
jury received, and therefore that which 
gives that right, is ſome damage ſuſtai- 
ned, the reparation of which is the firſt 
thing deſigned by the offended party: 
Though it take not up.the whole nature 
of puniſhment. And on this account no 
man can juſtly propoſe any end ro him- 
ſelf in anothers evil, but what comes un- 
der the notion of reſtitution. For the 
evil of another is only intended in pu- 
niſhment as it reſpe&ts the good of him 
for whoſe ſake that evil is undergone. 
When that good may be obtained with- 
out anothers evil, the deſire of it is un- 
Juſt and unreaſonable : and therefore all 
that contentment that any one takes in 
the evil another undergoes, as 17 1s evil 
to him, is 2 thing repugnant to humane 
nature, and which al! perſons condemn 
in others when they allow themſelves in 
it. It will be hard for Cre//zus to make 
any difterence between this end of pus- 
niihment which he afſigns, and the great- 
eſt cruelty ; tor what can that be worſe 
rhan taking delight in making others 
miſerable, and ſeeing them ſo when he 
hath made them. It it be replyed, hat 

cruelty 
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cruelty 1s without any cauſe, but here a juſt 
cauſe i ſuppoſed: 1 anſwer, a juſt cauſe 
is only ſuppoſed for the puniſhment, 
but there can be no jult cauſe for any 
to delight in the miſerics of others, and 
to comfort themſelves by inflicting or 
beholding them. For the evil of ano- 
ther 15 never intended, . but when it is the 
only means left for compenſation ; and 
he muſt be guilty of great inhumanity, 
who deſires anothers evil any further 
than that tends to his own good, Z. e. 
the reparation of the damage ſuſtained ; 
which 1f it may be had without ano- 
thers evil, then that comes not by the 
right of nature within the reaſon of pu- 
niſhment; and conſequently where it 
doth not ſerve for that end, the comfort 
that men take in it is no part of juſtice, 
but cruelty. For there can beno reaſon 
at all aſſigned for it; for that /enimentum 
doloris which Crellius inſiſts on is meerly 
imaginary, and no other than the Dog 
hath in gnawing the ſtone that is thrown 
at him; and for all that I know, that 
propenſion in nature to the retribution 
of evil for evil any further than it tends 
to our ſecurity, and the preſervation for 
the future, is one of the moſt unreaſong- 
ble Paſſions in humane Nature. 
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Ofthera- VII. And if we examine the nature 

—_— of Anger, either conſidered Naturally or 

venge in Morally, the intention of it is, not the 

men, and returning evil to another, for the evil 

_— received, but the ſecurity and perſerva- 
puni : 

ments are tion of our ſelves; which we ſhould not 

dehgned have ſo great a care of, unleſs we had 

them. A quick ſenſe of injuries, and our blood 

were apt to be heated at the apprehen- 

fioa of them. But when this paſſion 

vents it ſelf, in doing others injury to 

alleviate its own grief, it is a violent 

and unreaſonable perturbation ; but being 

governed by reaſon, it aims at no more, 

than the great end of our beings ; viz. 

Self-Preſervation. But when that cannot 

be obtained without anothersevil, ſo far 

the intendment of it is lawful, but no 

further. And I cannot theretore think 

thoſe Philoſophers, who have defined 

Crell.c. 2. Anger to be %:zZi 4TAvariTEo;, by whole 

oo -y Authority Cre/;us defends himſelf, when 

F177" he makes anger to be adefire of revenge, 

did throughly conſider what was juſt and 

eaſonable in ir, but barely what was na- 

harry and would be the efte& of that 

paſſion, if not governed by reaſon. For 

Exere.313. otherwileFul. Scaliger's definition is much 

more true and juſtifiable, that it is ap- 

petitus depulfionis ; viz. that whereby we 

are 
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are ſtirred up: to drive away from us, 
any thing that is injurious to us. But 
becauſe Cre/ius alledgeth a ſaying of Se- 
neca, that would make vindifa of the 
nature of puniſhment, duabus de cauſis Smeca de 
punire princeps ſolet, fi aut ſe vindicet oy _ 
aut alium : We ſhall oppoſe to this the 
ſenſe of the fame Author in this matter, 
which may ſufficiently clear the other 
paſhge : For, faith he, Inhumanum wver- De Iray.2. 
bum eſt, & quidem pro juſto receptum, ul- © ** 
tio, © a contumelia non differt nifi ordi- 
ne : qui dolorem regerit, tantum excuſati- 
us peccat. Andno man ſpeaks with great- 
er vehemency againſt the delight in 0+ 
thers puniſhmeats than he doth ; for he 
always aſſerts, the only reaſon of puniſh- 
ment, to be ſome advantage which is to 
come by it, and not meerly to fatisfie 
anger, or to allay their own griefs, by 
ſeeing anothers : For, faith he, the pu- 
niſhment is inflicted, Non quia delefetur De tr3,1.1, 
ullius pena ( procul eſt evima ſapiente tam © © 
inhumana feritas) ſed ut documentum om- 
nium fint : So that it is only the uſeful- 
neſs of puniſhment according to him, 
which makes it become any wiſe man ; 
and fo far from a fſatisfaftion of his grief 
by anothers puniſhment, that he makes 
that a piece of inhumanity, not inci- 
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dent to any who pretend to wiſdom. 
Nay, he denies, that a juſt puniſhment 
doth flow from Anger; for he that in- 
flicts that, doth it #0» 7pftus prne 


avidus , ſed quia oportet, not as defi- 


ring the puniſhment, but becauſe there 
are great reaſons for it: And elſewhere, 
Exſequar quia oportet, non qa dolet : he 
is far enough then from approving, that 
imaginary compenſation of one mans 
griet by anothers. And he ſhews at 
large that the weakeſt natures, and the 
leaſt guided by reaſon, are the moſt ſub- 
ject to this anger and revenge. And al- 
though other things be pretended, the 
general cauſe of it is, a great infirmity 
of humane nature; and thence it is, that 
children and old men, and ſick perſons, 
are the moſt ſubjet to it ; and the bet- 
ter any are, the more they are freed 
from it : 


quippe minut? 

Semper & infirmi eſt animi, exiguique v0- 
luptas | | 

Ulti ——— 


He makes Cruelty to be nothing elle, 
but the intemperance of the mind in ex- 
ating puniſhment ; and the difference be- 

tween 
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tween a Prince and a Tyrant to lie in 

this, That one delights in puniſhing, the P* Cm: 
| other never does it but in caſe of neceſſity, pop 
when the publick good requires it. And 

this throughout his diſcourſe, he makes 

the meaſure of puniſhment. Who then 

could imagine, that he ſhould ſpeak fo 
contradictory to himſelf, as to allow pu- 
niſhment for meer revenge, or theeaſfing 

ones own griefs, by the pains of ano- 

ther? In the places cited by Cre/ius, 

(if taken in his ſenſe) he ſpeaks whar 
commonly is, not what ought to be in 

the world ; for he diſputes againſt it in 

that very place, therefore that cannot be 

the meaning which he contends for. The 

common defign of puniſhments by a Prince, 

faith he, i either to vindicate himſelf or 

others. IT fo render his words, becauſe 
vindicare, when it is joyned with the 

perſon injured, as here, vindicare ſe aut 

alizm, doth properly relate to the end 

of puniſhment, which is aſſerting the 

right of the injured perſon ; but when 

it is Jjoyned with the perſons who have 

done the injury, or the crimes whereby 

they did it, then it properly ſignifies to 

puniſh. Thus Sallu/t uſeth, Yindicatum Salluf. in 
in eos; and Cicero, In milites noſtros wve- Catlin. 
bementer vindicatum, and for the fac ve. 
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ry frequently in him, maleficia vindicare: 
but when it relates to the injured perſon, 
as here it doth, it cannot ſignifie meer- 
ly to puniſh ; for then ſe vindicare would 
be to puniſh ones ſelf, but to aſlert his 
own right in caſe of injury, though it 
be with the puniſhment of another : For 
Vindicatio, as Cicero defines it, eſt per 
quam wvis © injuria & omnino quod obfu- 
turum eſt defendendo aut ulciſcendo pro- 
pulſatur. So that the ſecurity of our 
ſelves in caſe of force or injury, is that 
which is called Vindication ; which ſome- 
times may be done by defence, and 0- 
ther times by puniſhment. And that Se- 
zeca doth mean no more here, is appa- 
rent by what follows; for in caſe of pri 
vate injuries, he faith, pznam fi tuto po 
terit donet, he would have the Prince 
forgive the puniſhment, if it may be 
done with ſafety ; fo that he would not 
have any one puniſhed, to ſatisfie ano- 
thers deſire of revenge, but to preſerve 
his own ſafety : And afterwards he faith, 
Tt is much beneath a Princes condition, to 
need that ſatisfation which ariſes from ant 
thers ſufferings : But for the puniſhments 
of others, he ſaith, The Law hath efta- 
bliſhed three ends, the amendment of the 
perſons, or making others tetter by their 

punift 
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puniſhments, or the publick ſecurity , by 

taking away ſuch evil members out of the 

body : So that in publick puniſhments, 

he never ſo much as ſuppoſes, that con- 
tentment which revenge fanſiesin others ” Nnpre- 
puniſhments, but makes them wholly ruin 
deſigned for the publick advantage. For rueb:rur ; 
the Laws in puniſhment do not look back- "nc 4 
ward but forward ; for as * Plato ſaith, No nemo pru- 
wiſe man ever puniſhed, meerly becauſe men — 
had offended, but leſt they ſhould : For | = ſed 
paſt things cannot be recalled, but future Sen.delra, 
are therefore forbidden, that they may be \"'"<(G 
prevented, So to the ſame purpoſe is L#. de 
the ſaying of Lafantius, produced by \,,  _. 
Grotius, Surgimus ad vindifttam, non quia ; 
lefi ſumus, ſed ut diſciplina ſervetur, mo« 

res corrigantur, licentia comprimatur : hec 

&ft Ira juſta. To which Crelius anſwers, cz... 8. 
That this ſignifies nothing, unleſs it can be 13. 
proved, that no man may juſtly puniſh ano« 

ther, merely becauſe he is wronged. If he 

means of the right to puniſh, we deny 

not that to be, becauſe the perſon is 
wronged ; but if he underſtands it of 

the deſign and end of puniſhment, then 

we deny, that it is an allowable end of 
puniſhments, any further .than it cag 

come under the notion of reſtitution, of 

which we have ſpoken already. When 


a 
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a Maſter (which is the inſtance he pro. 
duceth) puniſheth his ſervants becauſe they 
have diſobeyed him: The reaſon of that 
puniſhment, is not the bare diſobedience, 
but the injury which comes to him by 
it ; the reparation of which he ſeeks by 
puniſhment, either as to his authority, 
ſecurity or profit. But he adds, That 
where puniſhment is deſigned, for preſer- 
vation of diſcipline, and amendment of 
manners, and keeping perſons in order, 
(which are the ends mentioned by La- 
(fantius) it is where the interelt of the 
perſons lies, in the preſervation of theſe, 
and is therefore offended at the neglet of 
them, To which 1 anſwer, Thar the in- 
tereſt of ſuch a one, is not barely the 
intereſt of an offended party, as ſuch, 
but the intereſt of a Governour ; and no 
body denies, but ſuch a one may be an 
oftended party : but the queſtion is, 
Whether the deſign of puniſhment be 
meerly to ſatisfie him as the offended par- 
ty, or to anſwer the ends of Govern- 
ment? For Crellius hath already told us, 
what it is to ſatisfie one as an offended 
party, that is, to eaſe himſelf by the 
puniſhment of others; but what ever 1s 
deſigned for the great ends of Govern- 


ment, is nat to be conſidered under that 
notion, 
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notion, although the Governour may be 
juſtly offended at the neglect of them. 
And there is this conſiderable difterence 
berween the puniſhment made to an of- 
fended party, as ſuch, and that which 
is for the ends of Government ; that the 
former 1s a ſatisfaction to Anger, and 
the latter to Laws and the publick inte- 
reſt. For Crellius diſputes much for the 
right of Anger in exacting puniſkments ; cop.2.ſe#. 
the ſatisfattion of which, in caſe of real 1-2: 43- 
"4 » Std. 13+ 
injury, he never makes unlawful, but in 
caſe that it be prohibited us by one, whoſe 
power is above our own : nay he makes it 
otherwiſe the primary end of puniſhment. 
So that anger is the main thing upon 
theſe terms to be reſpeRed in puniſh- 
ment: but where it is deſigned for the 
ends before-mentioned, there is no ne- 
cellity of any fuch paſſion as anger to 
be ſatisfied, the ends of puniſhment may 
be attained wholly without it : And pub- gen. de irs, 
lick puniſhment, according to Seneca, }, '- © +: 
nn ira ſed ratio eft, is no effet of an- © * 
ger, but reaſon ; for, ſaith he, nihil mz- 
nus quam iraſci punientem decet : nothing 
leſs becomes one rhat puniſheth, than 
anger doth; for all puniſhments be- 
ing conſidered as Medicines, no-man 
ought to give Phyfick in anger, or to 

let 
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let himſelf blood in a fury : 4 Magiſtrate, 


Chep. 16. faith he, when he goes to puniſh, ought to' 


appear only vultu legis que non iraſcitur, 
ſed conſtituit, with the countenance of 
the Law, which appoints puniſhments 
without paſſion: The reaſon of which 
1s, becauſe the Law aims not primarily 
at the evil of the man that ſuffers pu+ 
niſhment, but at the good which comes 
to the publick by ſuch ſufferings. For 
the firſt deſign of the Law was to pre 
vent any evil being done, and puniſh- 
ment coming in by way of SanCtion to 
the force of the Law, muſt have the 
{fame primary end which the Law it ſelf 
had ; which is not to fatisfie barely rhe 
oftended party for the breach, any fur- 


ther than that ſatisfaRtion tends to the: 


ſecurity of the Law, and preventing the 
violation of it for the future, The ſub- 
ſtance of what I have ſaid upon this ſub- 
jet, may be thus briefly comprized, 
That antecedently to Laws, the offended 
party hath right to no more than bare 
reparation of the damage ſuſtained by 
the injury ; that the proper notion of 
puniſhment is conſequent to Laws, and 
the inflicting of it is an aCt of Govern- 
ment, which 1s not deſigned for meer 
fatisfation of the anger of the injured 

perſon, 
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perſon, but for the publick good, which 
lies in preſerving the authority of the 
Laws, the preventing all injuries by the 
ſecurity of mens juſt rights, and the vin- 
dication of the dignity and honour of 
him, who is to take care of the publick 
o0d. For theſe Cre/irs himſelf acknow- 
fdoeth, to be the juſt ends of puniſhments, 
only he would have the fatisfaRtion a 
man takes in anothers evil, to come in 
thefirſt place ; wherein how 
much he is miſtaken, I hope = ({e. olatie& ſe- 
we havealready manifeſted. 5;;; a; y Jermel wiped _ 
Becauſe the proper nature 7am vidate , & alique 
of puniſhment depending rota us mfr 
upon Laws, the Laws do not Crel. cap. 2. ſe&.28. p.191. 
primarily deſign the bene- 
fic of private perſons (ſuppoſing that 


|| were ſo) but the advantage of that 


community which they are made for. 

IX. And in thoſe caſes wherein the The Inte. 
Magiſtrate doth right to particular per- am 
ſons in the puniſhment of thoſe who in punith- 
have injured them, he doth it not as ta- ment di- 
king their perſon upon him, for heaims $.,,, 4.44 
at other things than they do; they look of private 
ata bare compenſation for the injury re- P95 
ceived ; but the Magiſtrate at the ill con- 
lequence the impunity of injuries may 
be of to the publick : they, it may be at 

the 
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the ſatisfation of their diſpleaſure ; but 

he at the (atisfaCtion of the Laws ; they 
at their own private damage ; he at th 
violation of the publick peace, And from 
hence among thole Nations who valued 

all crimes at a certain rate, in matters of 
injury between man and man, the inju- | 
red perſon was not only to receive com- 
penſation for his wrong ; but a conlide- 
rable fine was to be paid to the Exche- 
quer for the violation of the publick 
De morib. peace, Thus Tacitus oblerves among 
German. the old Germans, Grotius of the old Go- 
Gror de leg, thick Laws,and from them (as moſt of our | 
Goth. in modern Laws and Cuſtoms are derived) 
pry or ;, Lindenbrogius of the Salick, Alemannick, 
p. 67. Lin Lombardick, Spelman of the Saxon, who 
ere, tells usin caſe of murder there were three 
Cod Leg. Pay ments, one to the Kindred, which was 
£uiig- v. called Megbote ; ; the ſecond to the Lord, 
Spelman. Called Manbote, the third to the Xing, cal 
Gl. v. led Freda, from the German Frid, which 
Freas: ſignifies peace, it being the conſideration 
paid to the King for the breach of the 
publick peace. And thi, faith he, in all 
ations, was anciently paid to the King, 
becauſe the peace was ſuppoſed to be bro- 
ken, not by meer force, but by any injuries; 
and if the ation was unjuſt, the Plain 
tiff paid it ; if juſt, the defendant. "_ 
rac 
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the meaſure of it, ſaith Bignonzus, was the 

tenth part of the value of the thing as Bignon.not. 

eſtimated by Law which by the Cuſtoms ry ny 

of the ancient Romans was depoſited at _ og 

the commencing of a ſuit by both, and 

only taken up again by him who over- 

came ; and was by them called Sacra- 

mentum, as Varro tells us. And the fame 770 de 

cuſtom was obſerved among the Greeks © © + 

too, as appears by Fulius Pollux, who 5u. pu- 

tells us it was called me 9x#7250Anamong «x. 1.8. 

them, and in publick actions was the 

fifth part, in private the tenth. But that 

which was paid to the publick in caſe 

of murder, was among the Greeks called 

Ta), the ſame with pena, for Heſychius 

tells us that is 2v1{z1ng 4 = p5vs S3- 

un, and to the ſame purpoſe the Scho- 

liaſt on ZZomer on thoſe words, /zad. x. 

ever mowng AvFe go anphues, by which 

the Original of the name pezna, comes 

from a payment mae to the publick, ac- 

cording to that known rule, ztereſt reip. 

delifa puniri, that perſons may fee how 

much the publick fatety is concerned, 

that crimes be puniſhed. From which 

and many other things which might be 

inſiſted on, Cre/ius his Hypothetis will 

appear to be falſe, viz. that when the Mas 

giftrate doth judge in the affairs of partt- 
E 


cular 
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cular men, he doth it only as aſſuming the 
perſon of thoſe men ; whereas it appears 
trom the reaſon of the thing, and the 
Cuſtom of Nations, that the intereſt of 
rhe Magillrate is conſidered as diſtin 
trom that of private perſons, when he 
doth moſt appear in vindication of in- 
juries, But all this is managed with a re- 
ſpe to the grand hypotheſis, v/z. that 
the right of puniſhing doth belong only 
to the oftended party asſuch,that the pu- 
niſhment 1s of thz nature of debts, and 
the fatisfaftion by comrenſation to the 
anger of him who is offended. The 
fallity of which this diſcourſe was de- 
ſigned to diſcover. 

Having thus conſidered the nature of 
puniſhments among men, we come more 
cloſely to our matter, by examining 
how far this will hold in the puniſh- 
ments which God inflis on the account 
of ſin. For which two things mult be 
enquired into, 1. In what ſenſe we at- 
tribute anger toGod. 2. What are the 
great ends of thoſe puniſhments God in- 

Of the na- ftlicts on men on the account of fin. 
_— X. For the firſt, though our Adver- 
God; the faries are very unwilling to allow the 
__ term of punitzve juſtice, yet they con- 
madetoic, tend for a punitive anger in God, and 
that 


of CHRIST. ſr 


that in the worſt ſenſe as it 1s appetitus 
vinditz : for alter Cre//ius hath con- Crell. cap. 
tended rhat this is the proper notion of /*#- "- 
anger in general ; neither ought any one ,. _ 
to ſay, he adds, that anger as other paſ- 
frons is attributed improperly to God; for 
ſetting afide the imperfettions, which thoſe 
paſſions are [ubjett to in us, all the ref is 
to be attributed to him, taking away then 
that perturbation, and pain, and grief we 
find in our ſelves in anger, to which the 
abhorrency of fin anſwers in God, all the rejt 
doth agree to him. 1 would he had a lit- 
tle more plainly told us what he means 
by all the reff, bur we are to gueſs at 
his meaning by what weit before, where 
he allows of Cicero, and Ariſtotle's defi- _ Tuſe 
nition of Anger, whereof the one is, that er 
it is /zbido, or (as Crellius would rather /. 2. c. 2. 
have it,) cupiditas puniend;, the other 
RT wkla nun, TUQP j25, QC. and him- 
ſelt calls it pane appetitzo, and in ano- 
ther place,that it may be as properly def:- 
ned cupiditas vindiite, as cupiditas pene 
or affeftus vindicandi, as well as puniend;: Crell. c. 1. 
in all which places, he doth attert fuch —— 
an anger in God as ſuppoſes ſuch a mo- © 
tion, or deſire, or inclination to puniſh 
ſin when it is commutted, as there 1s 
in us when an injury is done us, on- 
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ly the perturbation and pain excluded. 
But he hath not thought fit to explain 
how ſuch new motions or inclinations 
in the divine nature every time fin is 
committed, are conſiſtent with the im- 
mutability and perteftion of it ; nor 
what ſuch a kind of deſire to puniſh in 
God imports, whether a meer inclina- 
tion without the effect, or an inclination 
with the effe& following: if without the 
effect, then either becauſe the ſin was 
not great enough, or God's honour was 
not concerner] to do it, and in this caſe 
the ſame reaſons which make the effect 
not to follow, make the deſire of it in- 
conſiſtent with the divine wiſdom and 
perfetion: or elſe becauſe the etie is 
hindred by the repentance of the perſon, 
or ſome other way which may make it 
not neceſ{ary to do it ; then upon the 
ſame reaſon the effect is ſuſpended, the 
inclination to do it ſhould be ſo too ; for 
that muſt be ſuppoſed to be governed 
by an eternal reaſon and counſel as well 
as his ations; unleſs ſome natural paſ- 
ſions in God be ſuppoſed antecedent to 
his own wiſdom and counſel, which 1s 
derogatory to the infinite perfection of 
God, ſince thoſe are judged imperteQi- 
ons in our ſelves: if it be taken ny 

with 
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with the effet following it, then God 
can never be ſaid to be angry but when 
he doth puniſh, whereas his wrath zs ſaid 
to be kindled in Scripture, where the ef- 
fe&t hath not followed ; which if it im- 
plies any more than the high provoca- 
tion of God to puniſh (as I ſuppoſe it 
doth not) then this inclination to puniſh 
isto be conceived diſtin from the et- 
fe following it. But that conception 
of anger in God ſeems molt agreeable to 
the divine nature, as well as to the Scri- 
ptures, which makes it either the puniſh- 
ment it ſelf, as Crellius ellewhereacknows- Crell. de 
ledges it is often taken ſo; or God's 7” —_ 
declaration of his will to puniſh, which is ow 
called the revelation of the wrath of God 
againFt all unrighteouſneſs of men, God 
thereby- diſcovering the juſt diſpleaſure 
he hath againſt fin ; or the great prove- 
cation of God to puniſh, by the 1ins of 
men ; as when hzs wrath 1s ſaid, to be 
kindled, &c. By this ſenſe we may ea- 
ſily. reconcile all that the Scripture faith 
concerning the wrath of God ; we make it 
agreeable to infinite perfection, we make 
no ſuch alterations in God, as the appeas» 
fing of his anger muſt imply, it that 
imply any kind of commotion 1in him, 
And thus the grand difficulty of Cre/lzus 
| E 3 appears 
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Crell cap. pears to be none at all, againſt all thoſe 
7. Jet: 3- paſſagesof Scripture which ſpeak of ap- 
FOOer peaſing God, of atonement, and reconci- 
lation, viz. that if they prove ſatisfatti- 
on, they muſt prove that God being attually 
angry with mankind before the ſufferings 
of his Son, he muSt be preſently appeaſed 
upon his undergoing them. For no more 
need to be ſaid, than that God being 
juſtly provoked to puniſh the fins of 
mankind, *was pleaſed to accept of the 
ſufterings of his Son, as a ſufficient fa- 
crifice of Atonement for the fins of the 
world, on conſideration of which he 
was pleaſed to offer thoſe terms of par- 
don, which upon mens performance of 
the conditions required on their part, 
ſhall be ſufficient to diſcharge them 
from that obligation to puniſhment 
which they were under by their ins. 
And what abſurdity,or incongruity there 
iS in this to any principle of reaſon I 
cannot imagine, But our Adverſaries 
firſt make opinions for-us, and then ſhew | 
they are unreaſonable. They firſt ſup- 
poſe that anger in God is to be conſider- 
ed as a paſlion, and that paſlion a deſire 
of revenge for fatisfaion of it ; and 
then tell us, that if we do not prove, 
that this deſire of reyenge can be _ 
fie 
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fied by the ſufterings of Chriſt, then we 
can never prove the doqrine of fatisſa- 
ion to be true; whereas we do not 
mean by God's anger any ſuch paſſion, 
but the jaſt declaration of God's will to 
puniſh upon our provocation of him by 
our fins; we do not mak: the deſign of 
fatisfation to be, that God may pleaſe 
nimſelf in the revenging the fins of the 
guilty upon the mott innocent perſon ; 
becauſe we make the deſign of puniſh- 
ment, not to be the fatisjation of an- 
ger as a delire of revenge, but to be the 
vindication of the honour and rights of 
the injured perſon, by ſuch a way as him- 
ſelf ſhall judge moit farisfatory to the 
ends of his Government. 

XI. (2.) Which 1s the next thing we Of the 
are to clear: For which en4 we thall jv ag 
make uſe of the Concelli9n of Crelliug, puniſh- 
That God hath prefixed ſome ends to him- —_— 

. . x Fets. CE. 2. 
ſelf in the Government of mankind ; which [.8. 1g. 
being ſuppoſed, it is neceſſary, that impe- 2. 129. 
witent ſinners ſhould be puniſhed. What 
theſe ends of God are, he before tells 
us, when he enquires into the ends of 
Divine puniſhments, which he makes to 
be, ſecurity for the future, by mens avoid- p, rg. 
ing fins, and a kind Sour, or pleaſure 
which God takes in the deſtruition of his 
E 4 implaca- 


of 


Of the $ ufferings 


implacable enemies, and the aſſerting and 
vindicating his own right by puniſhing, and 
ſhewing men thereby, with what care and 
fear they ought to ſerve him; and ſo at- 
tains the ends of puniſhment propoſed by 
Lactantius, aud manifeſtation of the Di- 
wine Honour and Majeſty, which hath been 
violated by the fins of men. All theſe we 
accept of, with this caution, That the de- 
light which God takes in the puniſhing 
his implacable enemies, be not under- 
ſtood of any pleaſure in their miſery, as 
ſuch, by way of meer revenge ; but as 
it tends to the vindication of his Right, 
and Honour, and Majeſty ; which is an 
end ſuitable to the Divine Nature : but 
the other cannot in 1t ſelf have the 
notion of an end; for an end doth ſup- 
poſe ſomething deſirable for it ſelf, 
which ſurely the miſeries of others can- 
not have to us, much lels to the Divine 
Nature. And that place which Cre/;us 
inſiſts onto prove the contrary, Deut. 28. 
63. The Lord will rejoyce over you, to des 
ſfroy you ; 1mports no more, than the ſa- 
tisfaftion God takes in the execution of 
his Juſtice, when it makes moſtfor his ho- 
nour, as certainly it doth inthe puniſh- 
ment of his greateſt enemies. And this is 
to be underſtood in a ſenſe agreeable to 
. | thoſe 
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thoſe other places, where God is ſaid wot 
to delight in the death of ſinners ; which Ezck. 18. 
doth not (as Crellius would have it) © 3 _ 
meerly expreſs God's benignity and mercy, 
but ſuch an agreeableneſs of rhe exc-r- 
ciſe of thoſe attributes to God's nature, 
' that he neither doth nor can delight in 
the miſeries of his creatures in them- 
ſelves, but as they are ſubſervient to the 
ends of his Government, and yet ſuch is 
his kindneſs in that reſpe too, that he 
uſeth all means agreeable thereto, to 
make them avoid being miſerable, to ad» 
vance his own glory. And I cannot but Gr a ſ-- 
wonder that Grotius, who had aſſerted *#f4#-->. 
the contrary in his Book of Satisfattion, 7511, 
- ſhould in his Books De Fure bell; ac pa- Grot de ju- 
cis, aſſert, That when God puniſheth wick- > apes 
ed men, he doth it for no other end but ſe#.q. 
that he might puniſh them: For which he 
makes uſe of no other arguments, than 
thoſe which Cre//ius had objected againſt 
him ; viz. The delight God takes in pu- 
niſhing, and the Jobim of the life to 
come, when no amendment can be expetted ; 
the former hath been already anſwered, 
the latter is objeRted by Cre/ius againſt 
him, when he makes the ends of puniſh- 
ment, merely to reſpe&t the communi- 
ty, which cannot be aſſerted of the puniſh 


ments 
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ments of another Life , which muſt 

chiefly reſpet the vindication of God's 

glory, in the puniſhment of unreclaim. 

able ſinners. And this we do not deny 

to be a juſt puniſhment, ſince our Ad. 
verſaries themſelves, as well as we 

make it neceſſary. But we are not to 
underſtand, that the end of Divine pu- 
niſhments doth ſo reſpet the communi- 

ty, as though God himſelf were to be 
excluded out of it; for we are fo to un- 
derſtand it, as made up of God as the | 
Governour, and mankind as the perſons 
governed, whatever then tends to the 
vindication of the rights of God's Ho- 

nour and Sovereignty, tends to thegood | 

of the whole, becaule the manifeſtation 

of that end is ſo great an end of the | 

whole. 

The ends XII. But withal, though we aſlert in 
of Dirine the life to come, the end) of puniſhment 
ents dif. Not to be the reclaiming of ſinners, who | 
ferent in had never undergone them, unleſs they 
this nd had been unreclaimable; yet a vaſt diffe 
ſtate, rence mult be made between the ends of 
puniſhments in that, and in this preſent 
{tate.For the other is theReſerve, when no | 

thing elſe will do, and therefore was not | 
primarily intended ; but the proper ends | 

of puniſhment, as a part of Government, 

are 
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are to be taken from the deſign of them 
in this life. And here we aſlert, that 
God's end in puniſhing, is the advancing 
his Honour, not by the meer miſeries of 
his creatures, but that men by behold- 
ing his ſeverity againſt ſin, ſhould break 
off the practice of it, that they may e- 
ſcape the puniſhments of the future ſtate. 
So that the ends of puniſhment here, are 
ite of another kind, from thoſe of ano- 
ther life ; for thoſe are inflicted, becauſe 
perſons have been unreclaimable- by ct- 
ther the mercies or puniſhments of this 
life ; but theſe are intended, that men 
ſhould fo far take notice of this ſeverity 
of God, as to avoid the fins which will 
expoſe them to the wrath tocome. And 
from hence it follows, That whatſoever 
ſufferings do anſwer all theſe ends of 
Divine puniſhments, and are inflicted on 
the account of fin, have the proper no- 
tion of puniſhments in them, and God 
may accept of the undergoing them as 
a full [atisfattion to his Law, 1t they be 
ſuch as tend to break men oft from fin, 
and atlert God's right, and vindicate his 
Honour 'to the world ; which are the ends 
aſligned by Cre/zus, and will be of great 
conſequence to us in the following Dit- 

courſe. 
CHAP, 


)9 


V7 Oo {— w— 


Of the $ uffer ings 


CHAP. II. 


I. The particular ſtate of the Controver. 


fie, conceruing the ſufferings of Chriſt, 
The Conceſſions of our Adverſaries, 
JW. The debate reduced to two heads : 
The firs concerning Chrift s ſufferings, 
being a puniſhment for ſin, entred upon. 
Ia what ſenſe Crellius acknowledgeth the 
fins of men, to have been the impulſrve 
cauſe of the death of Chriſt. III. The 
ſafferings of Chriſt proved to be a pu- 
niſhment, from Scripture. The impor- 
tance of the phraſe of bearing fins. 
IV. Of the Scape-Goats bearing the ſins 
of the people into the Wilderneſs. 
V. Grotius his ſeuſe of 1 Pet. 2. 24. 
vindicated againſt Crellius and himſelf. 
"Avzpzecw never uſed for the taking a- 
way a thing by the deſtrution of it. 
VI. Crelliushis ſexſe examined.V1II. Ifa. 
53- 11. vindicated. The argument from 
Matt. 8. 17, anſwered. Grotius con- 
ſtant to himſelf in his notes ou that place. 
VIIE. Ifa. 53. 5,6, 7. cleared. IX. Whe- 
ther Chriſt's death be a proper ag 
Seay, and whether that doth imply, 
that it was a puniſhment of fin > How 

far 
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far the puniſhments of Children for their 

Fathers faults, are exemplary among 
men. The diſtinftion of calamities and 
puniſhments, holds not here. X. That 
God's hatred of fin conld not be ſeen in 
the ſufferings of Chriſt, unleſs they were 
a puniſhment of ſin, proved againſt Crel- 
lius. XI. Grotius his Arguments from 
Chriſt being made fin and a curſe for 
us, defended. The liberty our Adver- 
ſaries take in changing the ſenſe of 
Words. XII. The particles 3, Sz, 
«=p, being joyned to fins and relating 
ro ſufferings do imply thoſe ſufferings 
to be a puniſhment for fin. According 
to therr way of interpreting Scripture, 
it had been impoſſible for our dofrine 
to be clearly expreſſed therein. 


I. HESE things being thus far Theparti- 
cleared concerning the na- cular fate 
tureand ends of puniſhments, OS : 
and how far they are of the concern- 

nature of debts, and conſequently what > Srl 

kind of fatisfaCtion is due for 'them, the of Chriſt 
reſolution of the grand Queſtion concer- +: 
ning the ſufferings of Chriſt will appear 

much more eaſie ; but that we may pro- 

ceed with all poſſible clearneſs in a de- 

bate of this conſequence, we mult yet a 


little 
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little more narrowly examine the diffe. 
rence between our Adverfaries and us in 
this matter ; for their conceliions are in 
terms ſometimes fo fair, as though the 
difterence were meerly about words with: 
out any conſiderable difference in the 
thing it ſelf. If we charge them with 


Crell. pref. denying (atisfaCtion, Crelius anſwers in 
P. 7. 


Ruarus 11 
Epiſiol. 
Crell. cap. 
9. fe? 2. 
Cap. 10. 
ſeF. 10. 
Cap. T, 8, 

b 
Cap.1.ſef. 
$7- 


the name of them, that we do it unjuſt- 
ly; for they do acknowledge a ſatisfa- 
Hion worthy of God, and agreeable to the 
Scriptures. If we charge chem with de- 
nying that our ſalvation is obtained by 
the death of Chriſt, they aſſert the con- 
trary, as appears by the ſame Author, 
Nay, Ruarus attributes merit to the death 
of Chriſt too. They acknowledge, 
that Chriſt died for us, nay, that there 
was a commutation between Chrift and us, 
both of one perſon for another, and of a 
price for a perſon ; and that the death of 
Chriſt may be ſaid to move God to redeem us; 
they acknowledge reconciliation, and ex: 
pration of ſins to be by the death of Chriſt, 
Nay, they aſlert, that Chriſt's death was 
by reaſon of our | ins, and that God defign- 
ed by that to fhew his ſeverity againſt ſin, 
And what could we deſire more, if they 
meant the ſame thing by theſe words, 
which we do? They atlert a JE 
ut 
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but it is ſuch a one as is meerly fulfilling 
the defire of another ; in which ſenſe all 
that obey God may be faid to fatis- 
fie him. They attribute our falvation 
to the death of Chriſt, but only as a con- 
dition intervening, upon the performance 
of which the Covenant was confirmed, 
and himſelf taken into Glory, that he 
might free men from the puniſhment 
of their ſins. They attribute merit to 
Chriſt's death but in the ſame ſenſe that 
we may merit too, when we do what is 
pleafing to God. They acknowledge, 
that Chriſt died for us, but not in our 
ſtead, but for our advantage ; that there 
was a commutation ; but not ſach a one, 
as that the Son of God did lay down his 
blood as a proper price in order to our 
redemption as the purchaſe of it ; when 
they ſpeak of a moving cauſe, they tell 
us, they mean no more than the perfor- 
mance of any condition may be laid to 
move, or as our prayers and repentance 
do, The reconc:/iation they ſpeak of, 
doth not at all reſpe& God but ws ; they 
afſert an expiation of fins conſequent up- 
on the death of Chriſt, but not depen- 
ding upon it any otherwiſe, than asa con- 
dition neceſſary for his admiſſion to the 
office of a High Prieſt in Heaven, there 

| to 
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to expiate our fins by his power, and not 
by his blood ; but they utterly deny, that 
the death of Chriſt is to be conſidered 
as a proper expiatory ſacrifice for fin ; or 
that it hath any further influence upon 
it, than as it is conſidered as a means of 
the confirmation of the truth of his Do- 
arine, and particularly the promile of 
remiſſion of fins, on which; and not on 
thedeath of Chriſt they ſay our remiſſion 
depends; but ſo far as the death of Chriſt 
may be an argument to us to believe his 
Doctrine, --and that faith may incline 
us to obedience, and that obedience be- 
ing the condition in order to pardon, at 
ſo. many removes they make the death 
of Chriſt to have influence on the remi{- 
fion of our ſins. They aſſert, that God 
took occaſion by the fins of men to ex- 
erciſe an att of dominion upon Chriſt in his 
ſufferings, and that the ſufferings of Chriſt 
were intended for the taking away the 


frns of men ; but they utterly deny, that 


the ſufferings of Chriſt were to be confide- 
red as a puniſhment for fin ; or that Chriſt 
did ſuffer in our place and ſtead; nay ,they 
contend with great vehemency, that it 
is wholly inconſiſtent with the juſtice of God 


to make one mans ſins the meritorious cauſe 


of anothers puniſhment ; eſpecially one whol- 


ly 
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ly innocent, and ſo that the guilty ſhall be 
freed on the account of his ſufferings. Thus 
[ have endeavoured to give the rrue ſtate 
of the controverſie with all clearneſs and 
brevity. And the ſubſtance of it will 
be reduced to theſe two debates. 

1. Whether the ſufferings of Chriſt in 
general are to be conſidered as a puniſh- 
ment of ſin, or as a meer att of dominion? 

"2. Whether the death of Chriſt in 
particular were a proper expiatory ſacri- 
fice for fin, or only an antecedent condi- 
tion to his exerciſe of the Office of Prieſt- 
hood in Heaven ? 

IT. (r.) Whether the ſufferings of Whether 
Chriſt in general are to be conſidered ;,| = I] 
as a puniſhment of ſin, or asa meer at Chriſt are 
of dominion? for that it muſt be. one 2 Þecon- 
or the other of theſe two, cannot be de- a puniſh 
nied by our Adverfaries; for the infli- —_ of 
ing thoſe ſufferings upon Chriſt, muſt © 
either proceed from an antecedent mert- 
torious cauſe, or not. If they do, they 
are then puniſhments ; if not, they are 
meer exerciſes of power and dominion ;; 
whatever ends they are intended for, and 
whatever recompence be-made for them. 

So Cre/ius aſſerts, that God as abſolute cyl. cap. 

Lord of all, had a right of abſolute domi- 2. ſe8. 1. 

niou bb the life hy oP of Chriſt, and® **** 
there- 
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therefore might juſtly deliver him up to 


death, and give his body to the Croſs; and 


although Chriſt by the ordinary force of the | 


Law of Moſes, had a right to eſcape ſo 
painful and accurſed a death, yet God by the 
right of dominion had the power of diſpo- 
ſalof him, becauſe he intended to compen- 
fate bis torments with a reward infinitely 
greater than they were: but becauſe he 
faith, for great ends the conſent of Chriſt 


was neceſſary, therefore God did not uſe 


his utmoſt dominio: in delivering him up 
by force as he might have done, but he 
dealt with him by way of command, and 
rewards propoſed for obedience, and in 
this ſence he did att as a righteous Gover- 
nour, and indulgent Father, who encoura- 
ged his Son to undergo hard, but great 
things. In which we fee that he makes 
the ſufferings of Chriſt an at of meer 


dominion in God, without any antecedent - 
cauſe as the reaſon of them ; only he qua# 


lifies this at of dominion with the pro- 
poſal of a reward for it.” But we mult 
yet further enquire into their meaning, 
for though here Crell;us attributes the 
ſufferings of Chriſt meerly to God's do- 
minion, Without any reſpec to/lin, yet 
elſewhere he will allow a reſpe& that 
was had to fin antecedently to the ſut- 

terings 
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ferings of Chriſt, and that the ſins of cyl. cap. 
men were the impulfrve cauſe of them. !: {e#. 7. 
And although Soczxus in one place utter- de Chet 
ly denies any lawful antecedent cauſe of the ſervar.1.z. 
death of Chriſt, befides the will of God (11 

: Ns ib er rell. cap. 
and Chriſt, yet Crellius in his Vindication 1. /e8. 16. 
faith, by awful cauſe, he meant meritori- $9 4.2. 
ous, or ſuch upon ſuppofirion of which © © 
he ought to die ; for elſewnere he makes 
Chriſt to die for the cauſe, or by the occa- 
fron of our fins ; which 1s the ſame that 
Crellius means by an impulfrve, or pro- 
catartick cauſe. Which he thus explains, cy c. +. 
we are now to ſuppoſe a decree of God not ſe. 11. 
only to give ſalvation to Mankind, but to 
give us a firm hope of it in this preſent 
ſtate, now our fins by deſerving eternal pu- 
niſhment, do hinder the effett of that decree 
upon us,and therefore they were an impulſrue 
cauſe of the death of Chriſt, by which it was 
effeted, that this decree ſhould obtain not- 
withſtanding our fins. But we are not t0 un- 
derſtaud as tho this were done by any expia- 
tion of the guilt of fin by the death of Chriſt; 
but this effedt is hindred by three things,by 
tak ing away their ſins, by aſſuring men that 
their former fins, and preſent infirmities 
upon their fincere obedience ſhall not be im- 
puted to them, and that the effect of that 
decree (hall obtain, all which, taith he, is 

F 2 effeted 
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effefed morte Chriſti interveniente, zhe 
death of Chriſt intervening, but not as the 
procuring cauſe. So thar aſter all theſe 
words he means no more by making our 
ſins an impulſive cauſe of the death of 
Chriſt, but that the death of Chriſt was 
an argument to confirm to us the truth 
of his DoQatrrine, which dodrine of his 
doth give us aſſurance of theſe things: 
and that our ſins when they are ſaid to be 
the impulſive cauſe, are not to be conſ#- 
dered with a reſpect to their guilt, but to 
that diſtruſt of God which our ſins doraiſe 
in us; which diſtruſt is in truth accor- 
ding to this ſenſe of Cre/ius the impulſree 
cauſe, and not the fins which were the 
cauſe or occaſion of it, For that wasit 
which the doQtrine was deſigned to re 


move, and our fins only as the ca zes of 


that. Bur if it be ſaid, that he ſpeats 
uot only of the diſtru5t, but of the puniſh 
ment of fin as an impediment which mul 
be removed too, and therefore may be cal- 
led an impulfroe cauſe, we are to conſider 
that the removal of this is not attributed 
to thedeath of Chriſt, but to the leaving 
of our ſins by the belief of his DoQtrine; 
therefore the puniſhment of our ſins can- 
not, unleſsin a very remote ſenſe, be faid 
to be an impulſive cauſe of that, yu 
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for all that we can obſerve by Crellius, 
might as well have been done withour it ; 
j*-ny other way could be thought ſufh- 
ent to confirm his DoQrine, and Chriſt, 

without dying, might have had power 
to fave all them that obey him. But we 
underſtand not an impulſive cauſe in fo 
remote a ſenſe, as though our ſins were 
2 meer occaſion of Chriſts dying, becauſe 
thedeath of Chriſt was one argumeat a» 
mong many others to believe his Do- 
arine, the belief of which would make 
men leave their ſins; but we contend 
for a nearer and more proper ſenſe, vzz. 
that the death of Chriſt was primarily 
intended for the expzatzon of our fins, with 
a reſpe& to God and not to us, and there- 
fore our ſins as an 2mpulſrve cauſe are to 
be confidered as they are fo difpleaſing 
to God, that it was neceſſary for the 
Vindication of God's Honour, and the 
deterring the world from fin, that no 
leſs a Sacrifice of Atonement ſhould be 
offered, than the blood of the Son of 
God. So that we underſtand an zmpul- 
five cauſe here in the ſenſe, thar the ſins 
of the people were, under the Law, the 
cauſe of the offering up-thoſe Sacrifices, 
which were appointed for the expiation 
of them. And as in thoſe Sacrifices 
F 3 there 
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there were two things to be conſidered, 
viz. the mactation, and the oblation of 
them, the former as a puniſhment by a 
ſubllitution of them in place of the per- 
ſons who had offended ; the latter as the 
proper Sacrifice of Atonement, although 
the macation it ſelf, conſidered with the 
deſign of it, was a Sacrificial at roo: So 
weconfider the ſufferings of Chriſt with 
a two-fold reſpe&t, either as 70 our fins, 
2S the impuliive cauſe of them, ſo they 
are to be conſidered as a pyniſhment, or 
as zo Ged, with a defign to expiate the 
guilt of them, ſo they are a Sacrifice of 
Atonement. The firſt ccnfideration 1s 
that we are now upon, and upen which 
the preſent debatedepends, for if the ſut- 
ferings of Chriſt be to be taken under 
the notion of puniſhment, then our Ad- 
verſaries grant, that our ſins muſt be an 
impulſive cauſe of them in another ſenſe 
than they underiland it. For the clear- 
ing of this, I ſhall prove theſe two 
things. 

I. That no other ſenſe ought to be 
admitted of the places of Scripture which 
ſpeak of the ſufferings of Chriſt with a 
reſpec to ſin, bur this. 

2. That this Account of the ſufferings 
of Chriſt, is no ways repugnant to the 
Fuſtice of God. III. That 
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HI. That no other ſenſe ought to be The ſuf. 
admitted of the places of Scripture,which — 4 of 
ſpeak of the ſufferings of Chriſt with a proved to 
reſpect to our ſins, but that they are to be a pu- 
be conſidered as a puniſhment for them. - ne ar 
Such are thoſe which ſpeak of Chriſt prure. 
bearing our fins, of our iniquities being 1 Per. 2. 
laid upon him, of his making himſelf an me "04 
offering ſor ſin, and being made fin and a 19, 11. 
curſe for us, and of his dying for our fins. —_— 
All which I ſtall fo far confider, as to 13. Rom. 
vindicate them from all the exceptions + 5: 
which Socinus and Cre/ius have offered 
2cainſt them. 
1. Thoſe which ſpeak of Chrift's bear- 
ing our fins. As to which we ſhall conſi- 
der, Firſt, The importance of the phraſe 
in general of bearing fin, and then the 
circumſtances of the particular places in 
diſpute. For the importance of the phraſe, 
Socinus acknowledges, that it generally Sec. de ſer. 
ſignifies bearing the puniſhment of fin in = a 
Scripture : but that ſometimes it ſignifies = 
taking away, The ſame 1s confelled by Crell. cap. 
Crellius, but he faith, it doth not always #3? 
fignifie bearing proper puniſhment, but it is 
enough (ſays he) that one bears ſomething 
burdenſome on the occaſion of others' fins : 
and ſo Chriſt by undergoing his ſufferings 
by occaſion of fins, may be ſaid to bear our 
F 4 fins, 
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fins. And for this ſenſe he quotes Numb. 


Pſal. 95. 
Ir. 
Heb. 3.11. 


14.33. And your Children ſhall wander in 
the Wilderneſs forty years, and bear your 
whoredoms, until your carcaſſes be waſted 
in the Wilderneſs. Whereby, faith he, zt 
i not meant that God would puniſh the 
Children of the Iſraelites, but that by the 
occaſion of their parents fins, they ſhould 
undergo that trouble, in wandring in the 
Wilderneſs, and being deprived of the poſ- 
ſeſſion of the promiſed Land. Bur could 
Crebius think that any thing eije could 
have been imagined, (ſetting aſide a to- 
tal dellruction) a greater inſtance of 
God's ſeverity, than that was to the 
Children of 7ſrael all their circumſtan- 
ces being conſidered? Is it not ſaid, that 
God did ſwear in hu wrath, they ſhould 
not enter into his reſt? Surely then the 
debarring them ſo long of that reſt, was 


- an inſtance of God's wrath, and ſo ac- 


cording to his own principles muſt have 
ſomething of Yindifa in it, and there- 
fore be a proper puniſhment. The truth 
15, our Adverſaries allow themſelves in 
ſpeaking things moſt repugnant to Hu- 
mane Nature in this matter of puniſh- 
ments, that they may juſtifie their own 
bypothefis. For a whole Nation to be 
for forty years debarred from'the greateſt 

ee” | bleſlings 
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bleſſings were ever promiſed them ; and 

inſtead of enjoying them, to endure the 

miſeries and hardſhips of forty years 

travels in a barren wilderneſs, muſt not 

be thought a puniſkment, and only be- 

cauſe occaſioned by their Parents fins. 

But whatever is inflicted on the account 

of ſin, and with a deſign to ſhew God's 

ſeverity againſt it, and thereby todeter 

others from the praGice of it, hath the 

proper notion of puniſhment in it; and 

all theſe things did concurr in this in- 

ſtance, beſides the general ſenſe of man- 

kind i1 the matter of their puniſhmear, 

which was ſuch, that ſuppoſing them 

preſerved in their liberty , could not 

have been imagined greater. And there- 

tore Yatablus, whom Socinus and Crellius 

highly commend , thus renders thoſe pog;gms 

words, dabunt penas pro fornicationibus & elegan- 

veſt ris quibus defeciſtis a Deo veſtro : they _ _ 

ſhall ſuffer the puniſhment of your for- fer? ſoter. 

nications. And that bearing the fins of $#4/erv. 

Parents doth imply properly bearing the * bo 

puniſhment of them, methinks they 2. $e#.3:. 

ſhould not fo earneſtly deny, who con- 

tend that to be the meaning of the 

words in Ezekiel, The Son ſhall not bear Ezck. 18, 

the iniquity of the Father; viz. that he © 

ſhall not bear the puniſhment of his Fathers 
| fins. 
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fins. Where in bearing iniquity with a 
reſpet to their Parents fins, by their 
own confeſſion, muſt be taken for the 
proper puniſhment ; for otherwiſe they 
Crell.cap. do not deny, but Children, notwith- 
+/e#. 15. ſtanding that ſentence , may undergo 
much affliction on the occaſion of their 

Parents fins. 
Of the IV. But Socinwus further objets, that 
—_— bearing fins doth not imply the puniſhment 
bearing Of them, becauſe the Scape-Goat under the 
away the 7 aw, is ſaid to bear upon him the iniqui- 

fins of the _. 

people. 7ies of the people, and yet could not be 
ſaid to be puniſhed for them, To which 
Secin.2.c.4. Grotius anſwers, that Socinus takes it 
— for granted without reaſon, that the Scape- 
ae ſat. cap. Goat could not be ſaid to be puniſhed for 
A the fins of the people ; for puniſhment in ge- 
eral, may fall upon beaſts for the fins of 
men, Gen. 9. 5. Exod. 21. 28. Lev, 20.15, 
Gen. 8. 21. a:d Socinus hath no cauſe to 
ſay, that- the Scape-Goat was not (lain ; 
for the Fewiſh Interpreters do all agree 
that he was, and however the ſending him 
into the Wilderneſs was intended as a pu- 
niſkment, and moſt probably by an unnatu- 
Crell cap. ral death. To which Crellius replies, 
1. ſe: 56: That in the general, he denies not but pi 
niſhment may fall upon beaſts as well as 
men; but (that he might ſhew himſelt 
true 
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true to his principle, that one cannot be 
puniſhed for anothers fau!ts, ) he falls in- 
to a very pleaſant diſcourſe, That the 
Beaſts are not ſaid to be puniſhed for mens 
fins, but for their own, and therefore when 


it is ſaid, before the flood, that all fleſh 


7) 


had corrupted his way ; he will by no means Gen.6-12. 


have it underſtood only of men, but that 
the fins of the beaſts at that time, were 
greater than ordinary, as well a; mens. But 
he! hath not told us what they were, 
whether by eating ſome forbidden herbs; 
orentring into conſpiracies againſt man- 
kind their lawful Sovereigns, or unlaw- 
ful mixrures ; and therefore we have yet 
reaſon to kelieve, that when God faith, 


the ground was curſed for man's ſake, that Gen. 8.21. 


the beaſts were puniſhed for mans fin. 


And if a// fle/h, muſt comprehend beaſts Ifa. 40. 5. 


in this place, why {hall not a# fleſh ſee- 
ing the glory of the Lord, take in the beaſts 
there too? for Yatablus parallels this 
place with the other. But zf, faith Crel- 
lius, any ſhall contend that ſome beaſts at 
leaf# were innocent, then, he (aith, that 
thoſe though they were deſtroyed by the 
flood, yet did not ſuffer puniſhment, but on- 
ly a calamity by occaſion of the fins of men. 
I wonder he did not rather ſay, that the 
innocent beaſts were taken into the __ 

or 
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for the propagation of a better kind af- 
terwards. But by this ſolemn diſtini- 
on of calamities and puniſhments, there 
is nothing ſo miſerable, thar either men 
or beaſts can undergo, but when it ſerves 
their turn, it ſhall be only a calamity 
and no puniſhment, though it be ſaid to 
be on purpoſe to ſhew God's ſeverity a- 
gainſt the fins of rhe world. And this 
excellent notion of the beaſts being pu- 
wiſhed for their own fins, is improved by 
him to the vindication of the Scape-Goat 
from being puniſhed, becauſe then, ſaith 
he, the moſt wicked and corrupt Goat ſhould 
have been made choice of. As though all 
the deſign of that great day of expiation 
had been only to call the Children of 
Iſrael together with great ſolemnity ; to 
let them ſee, how a poor Goat mult be 
puniſhed for breaking the Laws which 
we do not know were cver made for 
them. I had thought our Adverſaries 
had maintained that the Sacrifices (on 
the day of expiation at leaſt) had repre- 
ſented and typified the Sacrifice which 
was to be oftered up by Chriſt; and fo 
Socinus and Crellzus elſewhere contend : 
he needed not therefore have troubled- 
himſelf concerning the ſins of the Goat, 
when it is expreſly ſaid, That the fins f 
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the people were put on the head of the 
Goat ; Whatever then the puniſhment 
were, it was on the account of the ſins 
of the people, and not his own. But 
Crellius urgeth againſt Grotius, that if the 
Scape-Goat had been puniſhed for the ex- 
piation of the fins of the people, that ſhould 
have been particularly expreſſed in Scri- 
piure, whereas nothing is ſaid there at all 
of it, and that the throwing down the 
Scape-Goat from the top of the rock, was 
no part of the Primitive Inſtitution, but 
one of the ſuperſtitions taken np by the 
Tews in after-times, becauſe of the Omi- 
nouſneſs of the return of it ; and although 
we ſhould ſuppoſe (which is not probable) 
that it ſhould die by famine in the Wilder- 
neſs, yet this was not the death for expia- 
tion, which was to be by the ſhedding of 
blood. Tothis therefore I anſwer, 1. [ 
do not inſiſt on the cuſtomsof the later 
Jews to prove from thence any puniſh- 
ment deſigned by the primitive inſtitu- 
tion. For I ſhall eafily yield, that ma- 
ny ſuperſtitions obtained among them 
aftewards about the Scape-Goat ; as the 
ſtories of the red liſt turning white up- 
on the head of ir, the booths and rhe 
cauſey made on purpoſe, and ſeveral o- 
ther things mentioned in the Rabbinical 

Writers 
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cod. Foma. Writers do manifeſt. But yet it ſeems 


tit, 6. 


Lev. 16. 
123. 


very probable from the Text it ſelf, that 
the Scape-Goat was not carried into the 
Wilderneſsat large, but to a ſteep moun- 
tain there. For although we have com- 
monly render'd Azazel by the Scape-Goat, 
yet according to the beſt of the Jewiſh 
writers, as P. Fagius tells us, 71x19 doth 
not come from 1y a Goat, and 918 abz1t ; 
but is the name of a Mountain very 
ſteep and rocky near Mount S7naz, and 
therefore probably called by the later 
Jews, MY, the name of a Rock: and to 
this purpoſe, it is obſervable that where 
we render it, aud [et him, go for a Scape- 
Goat into the Wilderneſs, 1n the Hebrew 
it is, T22N Saapy 1N8 N2W9 70 ſend 
him to. Azazel in the Wilderneſs : as the 
joyning the prepoſition > doth import, 
and the Arabick Verſion wherever Aza- 
ze is mentioned, renders it by Mount 
Azaz : and the Chaldee and Syriack to 


Azazel; fo that from hence, a carrying + 


che Scape-Goat to a certain place may be 
inferred ; bur I ſee no foundation in the 
Text for the throwing, it down from the 
rock when it was there ; and therefore 
I cannot think, but that if the puniſh- 
ment intended d:d lie in that, it would 
have been expreſly mentioned in the fo- 

lemniries 
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ſemnities of that day, which had ſo great 
an influence on the expiation of the ſins 
of the people. 2. I anſwer, that the Scape- 
Goat was to denote rather the effet of 
the expiation, than the manner of ob- 
taining it. For the proper expiation was 
by the ſhedding ef blood, as the Apoſtle Heb.g. 22. 
tells us; and thence the live Goat was not 
to have the ſins of the people to bear away 
into the deſart, till the High-Prieſt had 
made an end of reconciling the Holy Place, 
and the Tabernacle of the Congregation, 
and the Altar ; and by the ſprinkling of 
the-blood of the other Goat which was the 
fin-offering for, the people ; which teing V- 15: 
done, he was to bring the live Goat, and 
to lay his hands upon the head of it, and 
confeſs over it all the iniquitzes of the 
Children of Iſrael, and all their tranſs V. =. 
greſſions in all their fins, putting them up- 
on the head of the Goat, and ſhall ſend him 
away by the hand of a fit man into the Wil- yy ,.. 
derneſs ; and ſo the Goat ſhall bear upon 
hin all their intquities unto a land not 2n- 
habited, and he ſhall let go the Goat in the 
Wilderneſs. So that the former Goat 
noted the way of expiation by the ſhed- 
ding of blood, and the latter the effect of 
it, viz, that the fins of the people were 
declared to be expiated by the ſending 

the 
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the Goat charged with their fins into a 
defart place ; and that their ſins would 
not appear in the preſence of God a» 
gainſt them, any more than they expe» 
Qed, that rhe Goat which was ſent 1n- 
to the Wilderneſs ſhould return among 
them. Which was the reaſon that at- 
terwards they took fo much care that 
it ſhould not, by cauſing it to be thrown 
off from a ſteep rock; which was no 
ſooner done, but notice was given of 
it very ſuddenly by the ſounding of 
horns all over the Land. But the force 
of Socinus his argument from the Scape- 
Goat's bearing the fins of the people, that 
therefore that phraſe coth not always 
imply the bearing of puniſhment, is ta- 
ken off by Cre/ius himſelf, who tells us, 
that the Scape-Goat is not ſaid to bear the 
fins of the people in the Wilderneſs ; but 
only that it carried the fins of the people 


into the Wilderneſs, which is a phraſe 


of another importance from that we are 
now diſcourſing of. As will now fur- 
ther appear from the places where it is 
ſpoken of ' concerning our Saviour , 
which we now come particularly to 
Examine. 


V. The 
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V. The firſt place inſiſted on by Gro- &-iiw his 


thus with a reſpeR to Chriſt, is 1 Pet. 
2. 24. Who his own ſelf bare our fins, in 


hear the puniſhment of our fins, that it doth 
nt imply any ſufferings that he underwent 
on the occaſion of them. He grants that 
dvepceew doth fignifie 16 carry up, but with« 
all (he faith) zt fignifies to take away ; be« 


cauſe that which i taken up, is taken away 


from the place where it was. Beſides, he 
obſerves, that av2pccw doth anſwer tothe 
Hebrew yn, he hath made to aſcend, 
which is frequently rendred by it in the 

 LXX. antl ſometime by avdyew ; but that 
Hebrew word doth often fignifie to take a- 
way, where it is rendred in the Greek by 
ove of thoſe two worels, 2 Sam; 2.1. 17. Foſh. 
24:32. 'Pſal. 102.25. Ezra1:11. To 
which I anſwer, -x. That the'fignification 
of avepizew in this place, mutt not"be 
taken from every ſenſe the word is ever 
ufed for, but in that which the words out 
of which theſe are taken do imply; and 
in7/a. 53. 11, it doth not anſwer 94 
but to "2D, 'a word which by the 
confeffion of all is never properly tiſed 

for takirig away, but for bearing of # 
* biirden, arid is uſed witha feſpeR to the 
| G puniſhs 


ſenſe of 
I Pet.2.24. 
: vindice- 
bis own body on the tree, which, faith Crel- -_ ”; 

»C.1T; 


lias, us ſo far from proving that Chriſt tid _ 


IS 
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puntihment of fin , Lament. 5. 7. Our 
fathers have finned, and are not, and we 
have born their iniquities, where the ſame 
wordis uſed ; ſo that the ſignification of 
the word avzpigew here, mult depend up- 
on that in /azah, of which more after- 
ward... .2. Granting that a»2p«ecw. doth 
anſwer ſometimes to the Hebrew noyn 
yet it makes nothing to Cre/ius his purs 
poſe, . unleſs he can prove that «rapipey. ' 
doth ever ſignific the taking away a thing 
by the deſtruction. of it; for where.it | 
anſwers to that word, it is either for the. 

offering up of a Sacrifice, in whichſenfe 

axepigew iS very frequently uſed, as is 
confeſſed by Crelius; and in that ſenſe 
it1s.no.prejudice at all to.our cauſe ; for 
then. it.cyuſt be granted, that Chriſt up». | 
onthe Crols.is tobe conſidered as a ſacri- 
fice ſor. the fins of men ; and ſo our ſins 
were laid upon him as they were ſuppoſed; 
to: be-on the Sacrifices-under the-Law,. 
ig order-to.the expiation-of them, by the. 
ſhedding their bloog ; and if our Adver- 
faries would acknowledge this, the;difle- 
rence would not be ſo great between us; 
or elſe it is uſed for the removal of a thing 
from one place to another, the thing it 
(elf ſtill, remaining}in being, as 2 Sam. 
21-13: Aud bemads Saul's bones to vs 


— 
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aviveynev caxdide Tx Gn, he took them 
' away\, faith Crellius; true, but it is 
ſuch a taking away, as is a bare remo+» 
val, the thing ſtill remaining'; the 
ſame isto be faid of Foſeph's bones, Joſh. 
24. 32. which are all the places where 
arzpiorw is uſed ; and although arzyew 
. may be ſometimes taken in another 
ſenſe, as P/al. 102. 25. yet nothing can 
be more unreaſonable than ſuch a way 
of arguing as this is ; 2v2p{eco, fairh Crel- 
lius, ſignifies taking away ; wedemand his 
proof of it ; is it that the word figmhies 
fo much of it ſelf? No; that he grants 
it doth not. Is it that it is frequently 
liſed in the Greek Yerſion to render a 
word that properly doth fignifie ſo? No; 
hor that neither. But how is it then 2 
Crelius tells us, thatit ſometimesanſwers 
to a word that ſignifies to make, to'as 
fcend : well, but doth that word f1gnifie 
taking away? No; not conſtantly, tor it 
is frequently uſed: for a ſacrifice «- But 

h it at any time fignifie ſo 7es7- it 
| fignifies the removal - of a thing?4rom 
one/place to another. Is that the'ſenſe 
then he contends for here> No 5 but:how 
then z' why avepzocw is uſed to render 
the fame word that wwdyew doth, 'and 
atyewv, though it ſignifies too a bare re- 
moval, as Ezra 1. 11. yet Pſal. 102. 
G 2 25. it 
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25. it is uſed ſor cutting off, wn dv2ga- 
-y95 1a, the Hebr. is, make me not to a- 
ſeend in the midſt of my days. But doth it 
here fignifie utter deſtruRion ? 1 ſuppoſe 
not; but grant it, what is this to 4v4- 
#f2ew, when the LXX uſeth not that 
word here, which for all that we know 
was purpoſely altered ; ſo that ar laſt 
#vrap:cwv is far enough from any ſuch fig- 
nification as Cre/ius would fix upon it, 
_ unleſs he will aſſert, that Chriſt taking 
away- our ſins, was only a removal of 
them from Earth to Heaven, But here 
Grotius comes into the relief of Crellins 
againſt himſelf; for in his Notes upon 
this place, though he had before faid, 
that the word was never uſed in'the New 
Teſtament in that ſenſe, yet he there 
faith, : ernelzw is ab/tulzt, tor which he 
referrggus to Heb. 9.28. where he pro- 
ceeds Altogether as tubtilly as Crell/ius 
had done before him, for he tells us avz- 
plgery i$ putfor pigew, RWI, Numb. 14. 3 3. 
| Deut.14- 24. 1ſa.5 3-12. but pleev, L EC 
xNU-is-put for 2pajees, Lev.io.17. Numb. 
14:18, A moſt excellent way of inter- 
preting Scriprure? conſidering the vari- 
ous ſignifications of the Hebrew words, 
and aboveall of that xw3 which" is here 
mentioned. -For according to this way of 
arguing, apajecw ſhall ſignifie the _— | 
Wit 
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with Azu/Sarev, Umzgr, and GxgudZep, 
for RW3 ſignifies all theſe, and isrendred 
by them in the Greet Yerfion, fo that 
by the ſame way that Grotius proves 
that. avaptzww ſignifies d4pzjeds, ' we can 
prove that apajgev doth not ſignifie to 
take away, but to bear puniſhment ; nay, 
ww2 ſignifies the bearing puniſtment inthe 
ſfricelt ſenſe, Ezek. 16. 52, 54. and bear- 
ing fin 10 that ſenſe, Ezek. 16. 58. Thou 
. haſt born thy leudneſs, and thy abomina- 
tions, I'MRWI. So that when RW) is more 
frequently uſed in this than in the other 
ſenſe, why ſhall its ſignifying «pajeds 
at any time make evzp{ecww be taken in 
the ſame ſenſe with that 2 Nay, I do 
not remember in any place where Rw3 
is joyned with ſin, but it ſignifies the 
puniſhment of it, ſo <uagliay Aud. 
2w, Lev. 19. 8. to bear his iniquitzy, Lev. 
20. I 7. &jac-lizy xouirlay, beartW8 their - 
iniquity, in one verſe, is explained by be- 
ing cut off from among, their people, in the 
- next. ,And in the places cited by Gro- 
tius, that Namb. 14. 33. hath been al- 
ready ſhewed to ſignifie bearing the pu- 
niſhment of ſin, and that Dew. 14. 24. 
is plainly underilood of a Sacrifice, the 
other, /a. 53. 12. will be afterwards 
made appear by other places in the ſame 

G 3 Chapter, 


Sec.de ſerv, WOuld have, and Crefius is © content 
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Chapter, to fgnifie nothing to this pur-/ 
poſe. So that for all we can Pos ſee, 
avzplee muſt be taken eirher for bear- 
ing our fins as a ſacrifice did under the. 
Law, or the puniſhm:nt of them ; in ei» 
ther ſenſe it ſerves our purpoſe, but is far 
enough from our Adverſaries meaning. 
VI. But ſuppoſing we ſhould grant 
them, that dr=p/ecw may ſignifie 70 rate 
away, let usſee what excellent ſenſe they 
make of theſe words of St. Peter. Do 
they then fay, that Chriſt did take away 
our fins upon the Croſs? No; they have 
a great care of that, for that would make 
the expiation of fins to have been per- 
formed there ; which they utterly deny, 
and fay, thar Chriſt only took the Croſs 
in his way to his Aſcenſion to Heaven, that 
there he might expiate ſins. But doth 
not WPerer ſay, that what was done 
by him here, was in his body on the tree ; 
and they will not fay, he carried that 
with him to Heaven roo. Well, but what 
then was the taking away of fin which 
belonged to Chriſt upon the Croſs? is it 
only to perſwade men to live verruouſly, 
and -leave off their fins ? This Soczn 
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L ng 6.** that irthon!d be underſtood barely of 
Er: $48.39. taking away fins, and not of the pu; 


_ © -* niſhment 


of CHRIST, 
«-niſhment of them, but only by way of 
« -acceſſion and conſequenice : but if it be 
&« taken (which he inclines more to) for the 


_ £, puniſhment, then (be ſaith) it is to be ,,; 44 


*ynderſtood not of the'vertue andeffica- 
* cy of the death of Chriſt, but of the ef- 
* fe: and yer alittle after he ſaith, thoſe 
* words of Chriſt-bearing our ſins, areto 
+: be underſtood of the force and efficacy 
* of Chriſtsdeathtodo it, not including 

« the effe@ of it.in us ; not as tho of 


any effect at all, to the death of Chriſt 
-upon the Croſs. For if they be.under 

Ntood of taking away ſins, then Mey 
only to be meant of the power that was 
inthe death of Chiriſt, to perſwade men 

to leave their ſins; which we mult have 
a care of undetſtanding fo, as to attri- 
bute any effeR to the death of Chriſt in 
order to it; but only that the death of 
Chriſt was an argument for us to'believe 
what he ſaid, and the believing what he 
ſaid would incline us = obey him, —_ 
Ez 3 4 


Of the Sufferings 


if - we obey him; we ſhall leave off ouy'! 
ſins whether Chriſt had died or no; ſup* 1 | 
poſing his - miracles had the ſame effe&- 

on. us, which thoſe of Moſes had: upon 
the Fews, which were ſufficient to. per” 
{wade them to believe and obey without : 
his death. - But if: this | be all that-was 
meant.by Chriſt's bearing our fins in his 
body.on the tree; why might nor St. Peter | 


himſelf be faid-to. bear them-upon. his 


Croſs too? for his death was an excellent 


example of patience, and a great argu- 


ment. to perſwade. men he ſpake truth,” 
and that. doarine which he preached, 


was repentance and remiſſion of ſins: 
So that by this ſenſe there is nothi 

peculiar attributed to the death of Chriſt 
But taking the other ſenſe for the ating 


away the puniſhment of (jus, we mult ſee. 


how this belongs to the death of Chriſt: 
Dothey then attribute our delivery from 
the puniſhment of ſin, to the death, of 
Chriſt oa the Croſs 2 yes, juſt as we may 
attribute Ceſer's ſubduing Rome, to his 
paſſing over Rubicon, becauſe he took 
that in his way to the doing of -it : {6 
they make the death of. Chriſt only as a 
ge, in order toexpiation of ſins, by 


takivg away. the puniſhment of them. 
Fr that {hall nat be aQually perfeQeg, 


ks < 


they 
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of CHRIST. 
they fay, til-his full-deliverance of-all 
thois that obey him, from heltand tne 
grave, which will not be-till his ſecond 
coming: iSo that if we only: take the 
body ot Chriſt for his ſecond coming, and 
the Cro/s of Chriſt, or-the tree, tor his 
Throne of Glory, then they will acknow- 
ledge, that Chriſt may very well be faid 
to-take away fins in his own body on the 
tree : but if you take it inany ſenſe that 
doth imply any peculiar efficacy to the 
death of-Chriſt, for all the: plainneſs of 
St. Peter's. words, they by no means will 
admir of it. : 
-., VII. But becauſe Cre/zu urgeth Gro- 
ti with the.ſenſe of that place, 1ſa,s 3. 


Iſs. 53-17. 
vindica- 
ted. Crell. 


xx, out of which he: contends theſe c.1./e#.35. 
| words are taken, and Cre/ius conceives 


he can prove there, that bearing is the 
ſame with taking away fin: We now come 
to conſider, . what force he can find from 
thence, for the juſtifying his aſſertion, 
That the bearing of fins, 'when attributed 
to Chriſt, doth not imply the puniſhment of 
them, but the. taking them away. The 
words are, fer he ſhall bear their iniqui- 
ties. As to which Grotius obſerves, That 
the word py which frgnifies "iniquity, is 
ſometimes taken for the puniſhment of fin, 


| King} 7.9. andthe verb 720 is to bear, 


and 


'9o Of the Sufferings- 


and whenever it is joyned with fin or inis, 
quity, in all languages, and eſpecially thi | 


Hebrew, it fignifies to ſuffer puniſhment; 
for although v3 may ſometimes fignifie ta | 
take away, 7720 #ever does : ſo that this | 


phraſe can receive no otber ped ook. ; 


Notwithſtanding all which -Cre/lius 
crdl. c. 1, tempts to-'prove, That a0. here, mul, | 
ſei. 44. be taken in' a ſenſe contrary to- thy | 

natural and perpetual uſe of the wordy | 
for which his firſt argument is very in» |} 
firm, viz.. becauſe it is mentioned after | 
the death of Chriſt, and is therefore tole \ 
confidered as the reward of | the othen, 
Whereas it appears: 1. By the Prophets 
diſcourſe, that he doth not infiſt on'an | 
exact methodical order, but dilates and | 
amplifies things as he ſees occaſion : for 
Perſe.g. he faith, He made his grave with 
the wicked, and with the rich in his death; 
and Yerſe 10. he faid, Tet it pleaſed the 
Lord to bruiſe him, he hath put him_t | 
grief : Will Crellius therefore ſay, that | 
this muſt be conſequent to his death and 
burial * 2; The particle ) may be here | 
taken cauſally, as we render it, very 
agreeably to the ſenſe ; and fo it gives 
an account of the foregoing clauſe, By 


his knowledge, ſhall + page ſervant 
juſtifie many, for he ſhall bear their ini: 
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quities. * And that this is no unuſual ac: 


ception' of that particle, might be eaſi- 
ly deared from many places of Scroprure 
if it wete neceſſary ; andfrom this very 
Prophet, as Tſa. 39. 1. where yauv1s the 
fame with you 15 2 Fing, 25. 12:and 7a. 
64 "I'd hou art wroth, for we have finned, 


- $090) where the ſame particle is made 


the caſual of what went before. Bur 


'] we'need not inſiſt uport this to anſwer 

+ crebius, who elfewhere makes uſe of it Crell. c. g. 
4 himſelf, and ſays, They muſt be very ip- o- 7. p- 

 porant of the Hebrew Ti Ongue, who do wot Svc. Prel. 


trow that the conjundtion copulative is of © 4ſei.6. 


' tn taken caſually ; and ſo much is con- 
| feſſed by Socrnus allo, where he explains 
4 that particle in one ſenſe in the begin- 


ning, and caſually in the middle of the 

verſe: and the Lord's anger was kindled 2 Sam. 24. 
ainſt Iſrael, nov, for he moved, &c. but " 

this will not do, he attemptsto prove, 


| That 72D in this very Chapter, hath the 


Jynification taking away, V.4q. Por he 
hath born AR s, and carried our for- 


| Ts, Which is applied by St. Marth.'8, 


17.” to bodily diſeaſes, which our Sqviokr 
did "not bear, but took away, as it's 
ſaid in the foregying Verſe ; he healed 
all that were fiek, on which thoſe "words 
rome in, That it "might be fulfilled which 


Was 
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was ſpoken by 1ſaias, &c. To which 


T anſwer : 1. It is granted by our Ad.. 
verſaries, that St. Matthew in thoſe 


words, doth not give the full ſenſe of 
the Prophet, but only applies that by 
way of accommodation, to bodily. dif- 


eaſes, which was chiefly intended for the | 
ſins of men. And in a way of accom» | 


modation it is not unuſual to ſtrain words. 
beyond their genuine and natural ſignis 


fication, or what was intended primari | 


ly by the perſon who ſpake them, 
Would it be reaſonable for any to ſay that 


1p? ſignifies 0 give, becauſe that place, 


Pſal. 68. 18, where the word by all is a&+ 
knowledged to ſignifie to receive, is rents 
dred to give, Eph. 4. 8. fo that admit- 


ting anorher ſenſe of the word here, as | 


applied to the cure of bodily diſeaſes, it 
doth nor from thence follow, that this 
ſhould be the meaning of the word in 
the primary ſenſe intended by the Pro 
phet. 2. The word as uſed by St. Mat- 
thew, is very capableof the primary and 
natural ſenſe ; for St. Matthew retains 
words of the fame fignification, with 
that which we contend for, aviAz&« and 
£2, neither of which doth ſignifie: 
taking away, by cauſing a thing not to 
be. So that all that is implied hereby, 
| 15 
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is the pains and rrouble which our Savi- 

our fook in the healing of the ſick. For 

to that end, as Grotzus well obſerves up- 

on that place, the circumſtances are men- 

tioned, That it was at even, and multi- 

tudes were brought to him in $t. Matthew, Mar. 8.16. 
* that after Sun ſet all that were diſeaſed 

* were brought, and all the City was ga- 

thered together at the door, in St. Mark ; Mat.1. 32, 
That he departed not till it was day, in 33 
 $::Luke; that we might the better un- Luk. 4 42. 
derſtand how our Saviour did bear our 

griefs, becauſe the pains he took in heal- 

ng them were ſo great. And here I 

cannot but obſerve, that Grozzus in his 

| Notes on that place, continued till in 

the fame mind he was in, when he writ 

apainſt Soczyus ; for he faith, © Thoſe 

* words may either refer to the diſeaſes 

* of the body, and fo they note the 

* pains he took in the cure of them ; 

*or to our ſins, and ſo they were ful- 

* filled when Chriſt by ſuffering upon 

* the Croſs, did obtain remiſſion of fins 

| © for us, as St. Pexer faith, x Pet. 2.24. 

But upon what reaſon the Annotations on 

that place come to be ſo difierent from 

his ſenſe expreſſed here, long after Crel- 

lus his anſwer, Ido not underſtand. Bur 


we are ſure he declared his mind, as to 


the 


94 Of the Suffermgs 

the main of that Controverſfie, to be the 
ſame, that it was when he writ his Book 
which Cre/ius anſwered ; as appears by 
#61. Ecet. £0 Letters of his to Yoſſus, not long 
2.747,748. ſince publiſhed ; and he utterly diſowns 
Diſenſ ?. the charge of Socinzaniſm, as a calumny 
''7* in his diſcuſiox, the laſt Book he ever 

writ. | 
VIII. But we are no furtherobliged to 
vindicate Grotius, than he did the trath; 
which weare ſure hedid inthe vindication 
Ifa.53. 5, of the 53 of 1/aiah, from Socinus his 1nters 
9:7. 12- pretations, notwithſtanding what Crek 
 fius hath objected againſt him: Wethere- 
fore proceed to other Verles in the ſame 
Chapter inſiſted on by Grotzas, to prove, 
that Chrift did bear the puniſhments of 
our fins, v.6, 7. The Lord hath laid on 
him the iniquities of us all: It is requi 
red, and he was afflifted, as Grotius ren- 
De Server. ders thoſe words. Socinus makes a twos 
#2:6:5- "fold ſenſe of the former clauſe ; the firſt is, 
Fhat God by or with Chriſt did meet with 
our iniquities; the latter, That God did 
make our iniquities to meet with Chriſt. 
The words faith Grotius, will not bear 
the former interpretation ; for the verb 
y3Þn being in Hiphil, muſt import 4 
double ation, and ſo it muſt not be, That 


God by him did meet with our fy 
kt 
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but that God did make our fins to meet up- 


om him, To which Cre/ies replies, That cwt.c. x. 
words in Hiphil are ſometimes uſed in- ſet. 52. 
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tranfitrvely ; but can he produce any in- 
ſtance in Scripture, where. this word 
joyned with 5 and NR is ſo taken 2 for 
1a the laſt verſe of the Chapter, the con- 
ſtruction is difterent : And what an un- 
certain way of interpreting Scripture 
will this be, if every Anomalous figni- 
fication, and rare uſe of a word, thall 
be made uſe of to take away ſuch a ſenſe 
2s.is moſt agreeable to. the deſign of the 
place, For that ſenſe we contend for, is 
not only enforced upon the moſt natural 
importance of theſe words, but upon the 
zpreeableneſs of them with ſo many. 0o- 
ther expreſſions of this Chapter , that 
Chriſt did bear our iniquities, and was 
wounded for our tranſgreſſions, and that 
his (oul was made an_offering for fin : to 
which it is very ſuitable, that as the ini- 
quities of the people were (as it were) 
laid upon the head of the Sacrifice ; fo 
it ſhould be ſaid of Chriſt, who was to 
offer up himſelf for the ſins of the 
world. And the Fews themſelves by 
this phraſe do underſtand the puniſh- 
ment either -for the fins of . the people, 
which Fofras underwent , or which the 


people 
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| people themſelves ſuffered , by thoſe 


who interpret- this prophecy of them, 
To which purpoſe, Aben Ezra obſerves, 
that iniquity u here put for the puniſhment 
of it, as 1 Sam. 28. 10. and Lam. 4. 6, 
But Socinus miſtruſting the incongruity 
of this Interpretation, flies to another ; 
viz. That God did make our iniquities to 
meet with Chriſt : And this we are wil 
ling to admit of, if by that they mean, 
That Chriſt underwent the puniſhment 
of them ; as that phraſe muſt naturally 
import, for what otherwiſe can oar #nt« 
quities meeting with him ſignifie? For the 
word y1d taken properly (as Socinus ace 
knowledgeth it ought to be, when he 
rejedts Pagnin's Interpretation of making 
Chriſt to interceed for our iniquities) ſig- 
nifies, either to meet with one by chance, 
or out of kindneſs, or elſe for an en- 
counter , with an intention to deſtroy 
that which it meets with. So Fudg. 8. 
21. Riſe thoung9 yi ,ammwloen nw, LXX. 
zrrue in "nos, fall upon us; 3 e. run upon 
us with thy ſword, and kill us. Fudg.: 5; 
12. Swear unto me, that ye will not fal 
upon me your ſelves ; where the ſame 
word is uſed, and they explain the 
meaning of it 1n the next words, v. I3- 
Fe will not kill thee, Amos 5.19. a if 

a man 
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a man did flee from a Lyon, and a Bear 
met him, \y32\, i.e. with a deſign to till 
him. Now I ſuppoſe they will not ſay 
that our fins met with Chritt by Chance, 
fiace it is ſaid, that God laid on him, 
&c. not out of kindneſs; it muſt be 
therefore out of enmity, and with a 
deſign to deſtroy him; and fo our fins 
cannot be underſtood as Socinus and Crel- 
lius would have them, as the meer occa- 
ſions of Chriſt's death: but as the proper 
impulfive cauſe of it. Whether the fol- 
lowing word 12 be taken with a refpe&t 
toſin, and fo it properly ſignifies /7 is 
required, or with a reſped& to the perſon, 
and ſo it may ſignifie he was oppreſſed, is 
not a matter of that conſequence, which 
we ought to contend about ; it it be pro- 
ved that Chriſt's oppreſſion had only a 
reſpe& to ſin, as the puniſhment of it. 
Which will yet further appear from ano- 
ther expreiſion in the fame Chapter, 
v. 5. Thechaſtiſement of our peace was upon 
him, and by his ſtripes we are healed. In 
which Grotizs faith © the word p19 doth 
© not ſignifie any kind of affliction, but 
* ſuchas hath the nature of puniſhmeat, 
* Either for example or inſtruction; but 
* ſince the latter cannot be intended in 
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129 Of the Sufferings 
this liberty of interpreting, they make 
words. (without: any other reaſon, than 
that they ſerve for their purpoſe) be'taz 
ken in ſeveral ſenſes in the fame verſe: For 
$ecix. ex Socinus in one verſe of St. Foby's Goſpel, 
plicat. 1. makes the World to be taken in three ſe 
op Tot * veral ſenſes: He was in» the World, there 
=  4tis taken, faith he, for the-men of the 
World in general: The world was made by 
him, there it muſt be underſtood only of 
the xeformation of things by the Goſpel; 
and, the world knew him not, there it muſt 
be taken in neither of the former ſenſes, 
but for the wicked of the world: 'What 
may not one make of the Scripture, by 
ſuch a way of interpreting it? But by 
this we have the'leſs:reaſon to wonder, 
that Socinus ſhould'put ſuch an Interpre- 
tation upon Gel. 3.13. Chriſt hath re 
deemed us from the curſe of the Law, be- 
tug made a curſe for us ; for it is written, 
Curſed is every one that hangeth on a tree; 
In which he doth acknowledge by the 
curſe, inthe firſt'clauſe to be meant, the 
puniſtmext of fin, but not in the ſecond: 
And the reafon he'gives for it is, amavit 
vecin. de ©2700 Paulus in execrationis verbo argutus 
Chrifoſer- eſſe. St. Paul affeted playing with the * 
v.12. word curſe, underſtanding it firſt ina 
# proper, and-then a Mctaphorical ke 


| of CHRIST. 
tit is plainthatthedefign of S.Paw/and- 
—— are very differentin theſe words: 
Sorinus thinks he ſpeaks only Metaphori- 
cally, when he faith; that Chri/# war made 
dtarſe for us ; ie. by a barealluſion of 
the name, without a correſpondeney in 
the thing it ſelf ; and fo that the death 
of Chrift might be called curſe, but was 
not ſo : But St. Pau] ſpeaks'of ' this not 
by way of extenubtion, but'rofer forrh 
the greatneſs and weight of-the'puniſh- 
ment - he -underweht for us.7''He there» 
fore tells us, whart'it'was'whictt Chriſt 
did redeem us from, The catſe of the Law; 
and how he did it, by notionly made 
&cunſe, but a curſe for w';'8."e. not by 
hateful roGod,.or undergoing the 
fame curſe, which we fhould have 
nee which arethe'two things objedt- 
[| by Cres apainſtour ſenſe; butrhat 
the death of Chriſt was to be conſider- 
a as a bare hs ores _ foul and 
but as properly pe ſuch 
a'kind of Sent 7 which none bur Mate- 
fattors by the Law were to ſuffer ; by 
the undergoing of which puniſhment in 
our ſtead, : he redeemed us- from” that 
varſe which we were liable toby the. vio- 
ltion'of the Law of -God. 'Andthere 
can be no reaſan'to appropriate this: 0»- 


ly 


Crell. An- 
net. in loc. 


Of he Sufferings. 


ly:to the: Fe ws, unle(-the death of Sari | 


did extend; only. te: \the-delivexance. of 


them from! the-puniſhmentot .: w_ 


or becauſe. the curſe of the Law 
make; that- death penal, therefore. che 


intention. of the puniſhment, couldreach , *| 
no. further than- the: Law-did ; -bux the : 
ApollJe in: the very.next words ſpeaks: 


oft he farther extenſiamot the great 
fing, prowiſed to Abraham: 7 bar, it howld 


came: pet: the Gentiles,alſo; and, withal 


thoſe whbÞm. the Apoſtle ipeaks to, -were 


fiot' Jerps;:i but - ſugh- a$: thayghe; they 
X0ge- 


ought-to joyn.the \kaw: and 
ther; that.:StPauſ. doth not! men. es 


Crelljus wauld.have it,..tbet Chriſt by by 
death did: confirm. ap | 


ſo :tokt-\awny. the obligation of the 
(far-to what end was the: cwrſe 


_.. 


| menriog- 
ed for-thax:2; Whar didthe. accarſedneſs+ 


of his death -add-to | the confirmation:of 


the [tnuth of bis :DoGrrine? and, when 
[was ever the curſe.t for - the contl- 
-nuanceof-rhe Law of / es): ,butithat | 


Chriſtiby the; efficacy. of his death 5 4 
punifhaient-:for {fin bath redeemed:all 
that: cbelieve and-obey+ him from 4hc 
curſe ideſervediby thezr-dins,  whether.an- 


-forcetlhy the-Lav of Meſes,. or ghe-Lav 


written10:thoir; heorts, which tell;the 


con” 
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of-:ſinnhers, that: fuchiwho' «+ ; + F-* 
RE. 


vidate- the Laws of God: Are-c 

death; and therefore under ahvoarivof 

the Law: ov 07 H3ob-38.32V)1.7 

{XIE We corriche us cheſorceofthe' The tick "ha 

| pirtittes which being- Joyned?with' bur me; vis 
ffs a5 referring to-the-death' of Clift {being 

d64irtiply that his dearh: isto'beconfiders [22012 

8 er woes of:fin;.- Notthatiwe relating 

inf 60\ the force bfixboſe particles Biz; 10 Mut 

a@t and 00 '& Eg of themſelves | imply 

tlisy cid -imply” this/(for we:know they thoſe ſuf 

wie of various ſignifioationsaccorditigg to yr nd pn. 

the-natureof the matter they are joyned niſhment 

with) 'but that theſe being joyned/with * 

{ns and ſuffering ' together, do ſignific 

_ thittboſe-ſuffermgs are the 

o'thoſe/fins. '" Thus'it'is Maid: of Chriſt; 

thathe dyed, Az 7 necan,* Rom. = -2Fs 

our oy Va drcgriey huge, that he ; pe. Pendt 


| 1 d14cogmay, that he oz Heb. 10.12. 
pF d piegriiv, that he-offered 

f mga rearpriy To which Crel- Crell. cap. 

C ies, 4 Thor if he'foree ef'thele * Jed. 6. 
bn not being joyned with ſuffer- 

'mmay OE taken os br. fina-and 

*:not'for the” impulſive: cauſe; hey 

*-thay-retain the ſame ſenſewhenjoy 

4.64 with ſufferings, if thoſe 1 

*\may be deGgned in order pheren en . 

cc * but 
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Of the 8 ufferings 
« but if it ſhould be granted, thatthol 


* phraſes being joyned with ſufferi | 


< do always imply a meritorious cauſe, 
* yet it doth not follow, it ſhould be 
* here ſo underſtood: becauſe the matter 
* will-not bear it. To this a ſhort an». 
ſwer will at preſent ſerve: for, It is not 
poſlible a meritorious. cauſe can. be ex- 


preſſed more emphatically than by theſe | 


words being joyned to ſufferings; {6 
that we have as clear a teſtimony..from 
theſe expreſſions as words can give; and 
by theſame arts by which theſe may be 
avoided any other might; ſo that it had 
not. been poſſible for our Dodcrine-to 
have. been expreſſed in ſuch a manner, 
bur- ſuch kind;of anſwers might; haye- 
been given as'our Adverſaries now. give. 
If it had been faid.inthe plaineſt terms, 


that Chriſt's death was a puniſhment for our 


»s, they would as cafily have avoided 
fo force of them as they do of wy e 
« they would have told us the Apoltles 
© delightedin an Antanaclaſis, and had 
© expreſſed things diticrent from thens- 
* tural uſe of the, words. by them and 
* though puniſhment; were ſometimes 
* uſed properly, yet here it muſt be uſed 
« only.metaphorically becauſe the mat- 
* ter-woyld bear-no other ſenſe; -- And 
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of CHRIST. 


therefore I commend the i 


uity of 


Secinus after all the pains he had takento gin. 2: 
encrvate the force of thoſe places which Serve: /.3. 


are brought againſt his Dodrine ; he © © 
tells us plainly, © That if our Dodtrine 
* were not only once, but frequently 
* mentioned in Scripture? yet he would 
© not therefore believe the thing to be 


 ©* ſoas we ſuppoſe. For, ſaith he, ſee- 


* ing the thing it ſelf cannot be; Ttake 
* the leaſt inconvenient interpretation 
* of the words ; and draw forth ſuch a 
* ſenſe from them, as is moſt conſiſtent 
* with itſelf and the tenor of the Scri- 
© pture, But for all his talking of the 
tenor ofthe Scripture ; by the ſame reaſon 
he interprets'one place upon theſe terms, 


hewill do many, and fo the tenor of the 


Scriptureſhall benever againſt him : and 


by this we find, that the main ſlrength 
of our Adverfaries is not pretended to 


lie in the Scriptures ; all the care they 
have of them is only to reconcile them 


if poſſible with their hypotheſis ; for they 
donot deny but that the natural force of 
the words doth imply what we contend 


for; but becauſe they fay the Doftrine 


we aflert is inconſiſtent with reaſon, 


therefore all their deſign is to find our 


| any other poſſible meaning which they 


there- 


226 


Of the Sufferings 
thereforeaſſert to be true, becauſe morg 
agreeable to the common reaſonof man. 


- kind.” This therefore is enough for our 


preſent purpoſe, that if it had been the 
deſign of Scripture to have expreſſed 'onr | 
ſenſe,” it could not have done it in plainer 
expreſſions than it 'hath done, that 'no 
expreſſions could have been uſed, but 
the ſame 'arts of our Adverfaries might 
have'been uſed to take off 'rheir- force, 
which they have uſed to thoſe we now 
urge againſt them, and that ſerting aſide 
the poſſibility of thething, the Scripture 
doth very fairly deliver the Doctrine we 
contend for ; or, \ſuppoſing in point! of 
reaſon there may be arguments enougli 
ro make it appear poſlible, there are 
Scriptures enough to make it appear 
true. | 0 


CHAP. 
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of CHRIST. 


- CHAR: 5: 7 
| L:The words of Scripture being at Lift ac- 
- tnowledged by ney hrs oh to make 
for us, the only pretence remaining; is, 
., that our Dottrine 1s repugnant 10 reaſon. 
.:The debate managed upon point of rea- 
| fox. The grand difficulty enquired into, 
1-aud manifeſted by our Adverſaries con- 
| 24. ceffons, not to lie" in the: greatneſs of 
+.Chrift's ſufferings, or that our: fins were 
.. the impulſroe cauſe of them, or that it 1s 
-.. #mpoſuble that one ſhoald be puniſhed 
for anothers faults : or in all cafes un- 
juſt, II. The caſes wherein Crellius al- 
lows it, inſlanced. From. whence it is 
proved that he yields the main-cauſe. 
NI. The arguments propounded whereby 
he attempts to prove it unjuſt for Chriſt 
to be puniſhed for our fins. Crellius 
his principles of the juſtice of puniſh- 
ments examined. Of the relation be- 
tween deſert and puniſhment. IV. That 

a perſon by his own conſent may. be pu- 
niſhed beyond the deſert of his own ati- 
ons. V. Anu anſwer to Crellius his Ob- 
jeftlions. What it is to ſuffer undeſer- 
vedly. Crellius his miſtake zn the flate 


of 


ITY 


ter deba- 
ted in 


£ 
reaſon 


. Of the Sufferings 
of the queſtion. . V1. The inſtances 

Scripture confidered. In what peo 
dren are punifbed.for their Parents fans. 
VIL. Ezek. 18. 20. explaived at large, 
fare theguilty as p 
the ſufferingsof an innocent perſon mates 
that: panifiment wjuſt or no? Crellius 
his ſhifts andevaſions in this matter diſ- 
covered, Why among men the offenders 
are wot freed in criminal matters hs 
the ſureties be puniſhed. The releaſes 
ty *depends on the terms; of 


the 
the —_ ſuffering, therefore deline- 
i © 


rance' not iplo fatto. No zece 
ſuch a tranſlation in criminal, ai 


pecuniary matters. 


| " Aving gained ſo conſiders. 


= blc conceſſions from our Ad: 

... \F- er/aries concerning the 
places of Scripture,we come 

now to debate the matter in point of 


reaſon. - And if there-appear to be \no-- 


thing. "repugnant in the nature of the 
thing, or to the juſtice of God, thenall 
their loud clamours will come to-.n0- 


thing ; for-on that they fix, whenithey 


ralk the moſt of our Doctrine being con- 
trary-to reaſon. This therefore we&-now 
come more cloſely to examine , 1n Or- 


der | 


— 
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fCHRIST. 


{def to which we muſk refully enquire 

"what it is Ly br charge of inju- 
Rice in_ according to - our 
[belief of vere ff rings being a pus 
*niſhment for our fins. 


Jef is not, -That the o vebbre them. 


Yrs 7 not undergo the Y, Puniſhment 
if their of Forthey wh tharrhere 


CSE ſity at all that the offenders 
[d be puniſhed from any -punitive 
Juſtice in God: for they” eagerly -con- 


oo that God may freely the 


$ of ment if ſo, then it can be no in- 
in God not to puniſh the offen- 


2 according to the full deſert of their 
fins. 


+ 2; It isnot, That God upon the ſuffering 


of Chriſt deth pardon the fins of men : 
they yield that God may do this with. 
out any charge of injuſtice, and with 
the greateſt demonſtration of his kind- 
For they acknowledge, that the 
ſufferings of Chriſt are not to be conſi- 
dered as a bare antecedent condition to 


pardon, but that they were a moving 


e as far as the obedience of Chriſt in 
ing was very acceptable to God. 


K 3. It 


130 


Of the Sufferings 


-. 3. It is not, in the greatneſs or mat. 
ter of the ſufferings of Chriſt. For they 


Certum eft Chriſtum in- 
nocent iſſimum a Deo gr aviſ- 
ſimis cruciatibus, 1pſaque 
morte fuiſſe aff elum ; cum 
' 1011 in materia pane abſo- 
lute & per ſe confiderara, 
adeoque etiam in ea affit- 
Fione & quis pane forms 
_ abeſt, injuria reſidere 4 no- 
bis dicazur. Crel. C. 4- 
SeQ. 3. Potuit autem id 
Deus facert, arque ades fi - 
cit, jure dominii, quod in 
Chriſti it am ac corpus ha- 
bebat ; accedente preſertim 
ipſcus Chriſti conſe Id. 
Iþ. Set. 4 


aſſert the ſame which wedo. 
And therefore 1 cannot but 
wonder to meet ſometimes 
with thoſe ſtrange out-crys 
of our nov God cruel- iy 
the puniſhing of his Son for 
Us FE nec we A 
that Chriſt ſuffered, which 
they do not aſſert too? Nay, 
doth it not look. much more 
like cruelty in God 'to lay 
thoſe ſufferings upon him 
without any conſideration 


of fin 2 as upon their hypo. 
thefis he doth ; than to do it ſuppoſing 
he bears the puniſhment of our iniquities, 
which is the thing we plead tor. They 
aſſert all rhoſe ſufferings to be lawſul 
on the account of God s dominzon, which * 
according to them muſt ceaſe to be fo 
on the ſuppoſition of a meritorious cauſe. 
But however from this it appears, that 
it was not unjuſt that Chriſt ſhould fuf- 
fer rhoſe things which he did for us: the 
ueſtion then is, whether it were unjuſt | 
that he ſhould ſuffer the ſame things, 
which he might lawfully do on the ac- 
count of dominion with a reſpeCt to our 
{ins as the cauſe of them. 4. As 


=wz2 © © ee -— 


——_ 


of CHRIST. 


4. As to this, they acknowledge, that 
it is not, that the ſufferings of Chriſt were 
occafioned by our fins, or that our ſins 
were the bare impulfive cauſe of thoſe 
ſufferings. For they bothconfelſs in ge- 
neral, that one mans fins may bethe oc- 
caſlion of anothers puniſhment, ſo far 
that he might have eſcaped puniſhmear, 
if the others ſins had not been the im- 
pulfive cauſe of it. And therefore Crel- 
lius 'in the general ſtate of 


131 


-- 


this queſtion , would not 
have it, wherher it be un- 


- juſt to £7 one for ano- 


thers fins ; for that he ac- 
knowledges it is not, but 


, whether, for any cguſe what- 


ſoever it be juſt to puniſh an 
innocent perſon 2 And like- 


Quod ſs ex theft ſpecialt 


facere wvilis generalem, .ea 


hac erit, injuſtum efſe pu- 
nire innoceniem, quacungue 
tandem de cauſs id fiat ; 
non vers fimpliciter, punire 
quempiam ob aliens deli- 
Ha; id enim concedi poteſf 
nn ſemper eſſe injuſtuns, 
Crel. c. 4. SeQ. 3. 
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wiſe in particular of Chriſt, they con- 
fels, that our fins were the impulſroe cauſe, 
and the occaſion of his ſufferings. 


5. It is not, that there is ſo neceſſary 
a relation between guilt and puniſhment, 
that it cannot be called a puniſhment which 
is inflifted on an innocent perſon. For 
Crellias, after a long diſcourſe of the 
difference of afflictions and puniſhments, 


doth acknowledge, © Thar it is not of 


K 2 


* the 


oo 


ad natu- 


Se 5. 


nocentien 


Crell. c: 
Sed. 28- 


Of the Sufferings 


Cem ne i/- © the nature of puniſhment, that the 
Jin. < perſon who isto be puniſhed, ſhould 


( 


he 


rm pene © really deſerve the puniſhment; aud 
Le ſe Afterwards when Grotius urgerh, that 
qui punien- © though it be eſſential to puniſhment, 
du eft pe- © that it be inflicted for fin, Jet it is 
furit com. not, that it be inflited upon him who 
meritzs,Id. * hath himſelf ſinned, whrch be ſhews, 


* by the ſimilitude.of rewards, which 
* though neceſſary to be given in con- 
* ſideration of ſervice, 'may yet be gi- 
* ven to others beſides the perſon him- 
* {elf upon -his account. All this Crel- 
lius acknowledgeth; who faith, * They 
+ 'do not make it neceſiary to the na- 


* ture, but-to the juſtice of puniſhmenr, 


* that: it be inflicted -upon none bur 
* the perſon who hath offended, So by 


Panegui-© bis own Confeſſion, it is not againſt the 
dem fmpli-< nature of puniſhment, that no one 
_ cir 6 nan ſuffer for anothers faults. From 
cadit, jus Whence it follows, that all Socinas his 
no cadif,” a rouments fignific nothing, which are” 


* drawn. from the impoſiibility -of the 
thing, 'that one man ſhould be puniſhed for 
anothers faults ; for Crellius\grants the 
thing to be' pollible, bur denies it to be 
juſt; yer not- abſolutely” neither; but 
with ſome reſtrictions and limitations. 


For, | ; 
II, 6,1t 


(I. .6. It is not, but that there may In what 
be ſufficient cauſes aſſigned in ſome. parti. At en 
cular caſes; wherein it may be juſt for fo ny 
God to puniſh ſome for the fins of others, be lawful- 
For Cre//ius himſelf hath ailigned divers. 49m” 
«*. Wheo there is ſuch a near conjunction ſins of 0- 
© between them, that one may be faid 
. © to be puniſhed in the puniſhment of 
: notin; as Parents in o_ yarn Qaia Dew 

an erity, Kings intheir SubjeR pani- 
* orthe body of a State in its Members oaonprt 
© either ia the moſt, or the moſt prin- 7» 4 
* cipal, though the feweſt : but we are YJYIEt 
to conſider how far he doth extend this cicur pan- 
way. of puniſhment of ſome in others. */"*2*; 
I, At the greateſt diſtance of time, if they pr tg 
have been of the ſame Nation; forhe ex- 994 inter 
tends it to the utmoſt degree of God's nor 9 mu 
patience towards a people ; © For, ſaith jun#imen. 
* he, God doth not preſently puniſh 2 
* ſoon as they have ſinned ; but ſpares cre. 4 
* for a great while, and forbears, in ex- *?- 

« peRation of their repentance, in- the 
* -mean while a great many guilty per- 
© ſons die, and ſeem to haveeſcaped pu- 
* niſhment. But atlaſt the timeofGod's 
* patience being paſt, he puniſherh thejr 
.* Poſterity. by exaQting, the full pu- 
** niſhment of their ſins, upon them, and 
** by this means wi" their Ance- 
K 3 * ſtors 


Of the Sufferings 
* ſtors too, and puniſheth their ſins in 
* their puniſhment ; for, ſaith he, all 
& that people are reckoned for one mari 
« of ſeveral Apes, and that puniſhment 
* which is taken of the Jaſt, may be 
* for the ſins of the firſt, for the con- 
* junaion and ſucceſſion of them: of - 
* which we have an example, ſaith be, 
* inthe deſtruQtion of Jeruſalem. © By 
which we ſec a very remote conjunction, 
and a mere ſimilitude in comparing a 
ſucceſſion of Apes in a people with thoſe 
in 2a man, may (u hen occaſion ſerves) 
be made uſe of to juſtifie God's puniſh- 
ing one Generation of men for the ſins 
of others that have been Jong before, 
2. When fins are more ſecret or leſs remark. 
able which God might not puniſh, unleſs an 
occaſion were given frem others fins impel- 
ling him to it ; but becauſe God would 
puniſh one very near them, he therefore 
puniſheth them, that in their puniſhment 
he might puniſh the other. Or in caſe 
ſins ſpread through a Family or a pec- 
ple, or they are committed by divers 
perſons at ſundry times, which God doth 
not ſeverely puniſh, but ſometimes theo, 
when the Head of a People or Family 
hath done ſomething which remarkably 
deſeryes puniſhment, whom he will bY 
ll 
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niſh in thoſe he is related to, and there- 
fore generally puniſherh the whole Fa- 
mily or People. 3. That which may be 
4 meer exerciſe of dominion as to ſome, 
may be a proper puniſhment to others, as in 
the caſe of Jzfants, being taken away 
. for their Parents ſins; For God, as to the 
Children, he faith, ſeth only an att of do- 
minion, but the puniſhment only redounds 
to the Parents, who loſe them; and though 
this be done for the very end of pan 
ment, yet he denies, that it hath the na- 


ae Puniſhment in any but the Parents. crdl. 4. 
4 Th 


at puniſhment may be intended for 
thoſe who can have no ſenſe at all of it; as 
Crebius alerts in the caſe of Saul's ſons, 
2 Sam. 21. 8, 14. that the puniſhment 
was mainly intende] for Sau/, who was 
already dead. From-theſe conceſſions'of 
Crellins in. this caſe, we may take no- 
tice, 1. That a remote conjundion may 
be ſafficient for a tranſlation of penalty, 
viz. from' one Generation to another. 
2. That ſins may be truly faid tobe pu» 
niſhed in others, when rhe © offenders 
themſelves may eſcape puniſhment, thus 
the ſins of Parents in their Children, and 
Princes in'their SubjeAs. 3. That'an 
a@t of dominion in ſome may be deſign- 
ed as a+ proper puniſhment to others. 
K 4 4- That 


ſeZ. n1.' 
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4- That the nature of puniſhment is not 
to be meaſured hy the ſenſe of it. Now ups; 
on theſe:conceſſions, though our Adyer. 
ſaries will not grant, that Chriſt was,pros, 


perly puniſhed for our ſins, yet they cane | 


not deny bur that we may. very proper= 
ly be faid to be [puniſhed for our (ins inj 


Chriſt, and if they will yield us this, the 


other'may be a ſtrife abour words.- . For: 
ſurely there may, be eaſily. imagined-as. 
great a conjunRiion between Qhrilt and, 
us, as between. the ſeveral Generations, 
of. the Jews, . and. that laſt: which. was. 


puniſhed in the deſtruRion: of Jeruſalem 4. 


and. though we eſcape that puniſhment. 


which Chriſt did undergo, yet weamight, 


have our fins puniſhed 1g him, as well as 
Princes theirs in;their Subj, when 


they. eſcape themſelves; or. rather -as; // 


Hy oy an innocent Prince, who.may, 
ſufter for the faults of his people; if it 


be 1aid, that theſe are atts of meer domis_ | | 
#:0n as to ſuch a one, that nothing hin» 


ders. but granting, it, yet; our: ſins. may 
be ſaid to. be, puniſhed.in him ;. as welk 
as, Parents ſins are puniſhed. properly in, 
meer ads of domjnion upon;'their-Chil»; 
dren ; if it be ſaid, that can be;no puniſh 
ment where there. is no ſenſe. at all of its 
that is fully taken off by Crel/zzs ; for 
Oo os AB. 
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prely we have as great. a:ſenſe' of the 
ufferings of Chriſt, as the firſt Genera- 
tor} of the Fews had of the.fufferivgs of 
the aſt; before: the-fatal deſtruction. of 
thei City, or as Say/ had of the puniſh« 
ment of his Sons aſter. his death. -'So 

on rkey Crab ow conceſſions, 

we have proved, that: our fins. may. very 
properly be ſaid to: he. puniſhed: in Chriſt, 
athough he. will nov ſay, that Chriſt: 
conld'be properly puniſhed:for-our fins ; 

nay/he and the: reſb of: our Adverſaries 

_ notonly deny it; butcarneſtly: contend, 

that it-is very' unjuſt to-ſuppoſerit;; and: 
repugnant! to' the; redtitude: of: God's na» 
Welecdoit:' 5 3G a R4tD 

| I earttd pitch ther 

mighty arguments: that are inſiſted om Grelliw his 
farthe proafof this; which/mayberetho. mn 
cd: t6-cheſe: three ;' viz. 11. That there! fed? 

| <an;bema puniſhment butmbat is deſerved, 

but no:man;canideſerve that another ſhould 

be punifhrd. ' 2. That: paniſoment/ flows 

ſnamn revenge, but: there.can be\ no're- 

Ge: where: there bath. been wa fumtt;” 

- | 3 That the protiſhment of one;,.. cannot 
| aways be made the puniſbment of ano- 
ther ; and in caſe tt | + 
| then thoſe in whoſe Hf 
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payment of that Debt which was- owing 
to God. othe 


I. That one man cannot deſerve anothers 


puniſhment, and therefore one cannot be 


puniſhment, but what is deſerved.” This 
being the main Argumeat inſiſted on'by' 


Crelius, muſt be more carefully conf | 


dered ; but before an anſwer be.made'to 
it, it is neceſſary that a clear acconnt be 
given in what ſenſe it is he underſtands 
ir, which will be beſt done, by laying 
down his principles, -as to the juſtice of 
puniſhments, in- a more diſtin method 
than himſelf hath done ; which are theſe 
following: 1, That no perſon can-be 
juſtly puniſhed, either for his own oranc- 
thers faults, but he that hath deſerved to 
be puniſhed by. ſome fin of his:own: 


Cell. c. 4. For he ſtill aſſerts, © That the juſtice of 


Je. 3. p. 
239, 240- 


* puniſhment ariſeth. from a mans.own 
< fault, though rhe aQtual puniſhment 
* may be-from anothers: Bur he that is 
* puniſhed -without.reſpect- to: his own 
« ouilt; is-puniſhed undeſervedly ; and 
h Oar puniſhed undeſervedly,.is pus 
cc niſhed unjuſtly.” XY That: perſonal 


guilt being ſuppoſed one man's.ſin may | 


be the jmpu/five'cauſe of another's punilty 
ment,:-but-they. cannot be the merirw- 


ud. 


puniſhed for another; for there is nojuſt |, 


__ _— 


Ye 
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ous, The difference between them he 
thus explains, * The cauſe isthat. which 
© makes a thing to: be ; the impulſive, 
* that which moves one to do a thing, 


, * withoutany conſideration of right that 


one hath to do it : Merit, isthat which 


* makes a man worthy of a thing, et 


©'ther good or bad, and fo givesa right 
*toit; if it be good, to. himſelf; if 
* bad, to him at whoſe hands he hath 
" deſerved | it. Now hetells us, that it is 

impoſſible. ** That one mans ſins ſhould 
* make any other deſerve puniſhment, 
* bur the perſon who committed them ; 
* but they may impell one to puniſh ano- 

Wes and that juſtly, if the perſon hath 
* otherwiſe Rf ved to be puniſhed, un- 
* juſtly if he hath not. The reaſon he 


FG of it is, © That the vitiofity of the 


aq, which is the proper cauſe of pu- 
©niſhment, cannot go beyond the per- 
*ſon of the offender ; and therefore can 


284 oblige none to puniſhment, but him 


*that hath commirted the fault. And 
therefore he aſſerts, © That no man can 


-* be juſtly puniſhed beyond the deſert 


* of his own fins, but there may ſome- 


.-* times be a double impulſive cauſe of 


; that puniſhment ; viz. His own: and 
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* other mens, whereof one made that ſe8. 8. 


they - 


149 


pray by 
conſent 
may be 


the deſert 


of bisown about one 


Fife 6: 4. 
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* they might be juſtly puniſhed, thes. 

b4 ther than res ould be aQtually ; 

* the latter, he ſaith, always fuppo 

* the former, as the foundation © 

*« puniſhment; fo that no Fits of p1 

© nifhrnent could be execute | 

* wherein his own'fins were not 
«ſed as the meritorious cauſe 

Theſe are his two main principles whi 


we muſt now throighly examine, the. 


main force of his Book lying, in them 
Bur if we can prove that it an oY 

generally received by the conſent of: 
mankind; that a perſon may be. pul 
ed beyond the deſert of his own 


ons; if God hath juſtly puniſhed ſome. 
for the fins of oth, and thete be. lk ; 


injuſtice'i in one mans ſuffering by hi 
own conſent for another, then 
principles of Cre/lius will be found) not., 
ſo firm as he imagines them. ia 
IV. 1: That it hath been enerally., 
ps by the conſent of mankind, 
perſon may be juſtly puniſhed be 
the defert of his own ations. For 
purpoſe Grotzus objected againſt Soc 


puniſhed for atothers./ 
fault)'© Thar the Heathens' did affree, 


Gn. « that Childten' might be  piiſhtd for - 


66 * their 


ZE 


d 
(who appealed! to'theconſent ofNatibs. 
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« their Parents faults, and People for 
* their Princes, and that corporal pu- 
* niſhment might be born wp one for 
C * znother, did appear by the Perfiavs 
ing the whole family for the 
of one. 'The Macedonians the 
kindred in the caſe of Treaſon ; 

ne Cities of Greece, deſtroying the 
byldren of Tyrants together. with 
"them; 1 1n all which, (the mere. con- 
* action was ſuppoſed a ſufficient 
ſon without conſent ; but- incaſe 
«ff conſent, he ſaith, They all agreed 
in ate) 5 Jalics of fog of ſome being puniſhed 
he faults of others; Fhence the 
coir of ling hoſtag 


es among the 
* moſt civilized nations; and of ſure- 
ties beiog puniſhed in. capital matters, 
the guilty appear not, who were 


I to anſwer body for body. - In 

caſes, the punil did extend 
od deſert of. the. perſon - who 

- for no other reaſon is aſlign- 


& Theſe ſufferings, belides the-con- 
| of the perſon, or his conſent; + 
be antecedent guilt is ſuppoſed: as 


| y, to make the puniſhment juſt. 
| Neare, now to conſider what Cre/ius 


anſwer to this: x. As to their ac- 
knowledgments 


ce, called. amv3a , who. were 
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knowledgments of God's puniſhing Chil. 


dren for their Parents faults, he givesthe 


fame anſwer which he doth to the exam- 
ples recorded in Scripture to that purpoſe, 
That either they were puniſhed for the fins 
of others, but their own fins deſerved the 
puniſhment ; or that the Parents were fi 

niſhed in the Children, but the C hide 


were not properly puniſhed. 2.. As topt- 
niſhments among men, he anſwers two. 
things ; x. That ſuch perſons were truly 
< puniſhed, but not juſtly : for he ac- 


* knowledges, That in ſuch a caſe it is 


* a proper puniſhment, and that it is. 
* enough-in order to that, that any fault. 
** be charged upon a perſon, whether, 
*. his own or anorthers, whether true or 


* falſe, on the account of which he is ſup- 


* poſed worthy to be puniſhed : And 


* that ſuch a - conjuaction is ſufficient 
* for cruel, angry, or imprudent men: 


« for where-ever there is a place, ſaith 

« be, for anger, there is likewiſe for pu-. 
«* niſhment. So' that he confeſſeth, 
there may be a true puniſhment, and that | 


which anſwers all the reaſon and endsof 


puniſhment aſſigned by him where there 


15-0 deſert ar all of it inthe perſon who. 


undergoes it. But then he adds, that this 


is an unjult puniſhment, to which I reply, | 


That 


. { Dn mo 
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That then. the reaſon of puniſhment 
aſſigned by Cre/ius before is inſufficient ; 
for if this anſwers all the ends of puniſh- 
ments aſſigned by him, and yet beunjuſlt, 
then it neceſſarily follows;, tnat thoſe 
ends of puniſhment are conſiſtent with 
thegreateſt injuſtice. For he before made 
puniſhment to have a natural reſpe& to 
anger, and makes the ordinary end of 
puniſhmeat to be a ſatisfaQion of the de- 


/ fire of revenge in men, yet now grants, 


that theſe may be in an unjuſt puniſh- 
ment. Neither can it be ſaid, tha? he 
confidered puniſhment only naturally, and 
wot morally ; for he tells us, that this is 
the. nature of divine puniſhments, which 
are therefore - juſt, becauſe deſigned for 


theſe ends; but in caſe there be no ſup- 


'poſal of a fault at all, then he denies 
that it is a puniſhment, but only an 
affliction, and an exerciſe of dominion. 
So that according to him, where-ever 
there is a proper puniſhment, it muſt be 


juſt, when- ever God doth puniſh men : 


| and the only difference between God 


and man ſuppoſable in this caſe is, that 
we have aſſurance God will never uſe þis 
dominion unjuſtly ; bur that men do ſo 
When they make one to ſuffer for anothers 


} fault, notwithſtanding a conſent and con- 


junAtion 


1.44 


- what way can webetter judge, w th 
'a puniſhment be juſt or no, th 


, for another. Andin this caſe we aſler! 
ſince according to CreFiue the natu al 


-: Of the Sufferings 
junAion between the man that commit. | 
ted the fault, and the perſon that ſuffer 


for him. But this1s Degging.t og the rh 1 | 


in queſtion, for we are 
ther it be an unlawful exerciſe of 
-Or No? for we have this Ir riptibn 


anſwer all the ends of puniſhments, 


that F 


i-> V. But weare to conſider, that MY 
; GA ek Bol 


abſtraQly as an innocent perſon, 


niſhmenrof one asſuctis unjuft; bur of 
an innocent perſon as ſuppoſed under n 
obligation by his own conſent to ſuſie: 


and proper of puniſhments may be 
obtained, and the conſent of the perfor 
rakes awa the wrong 
matter-of his ſufferings, ſo far as he h 
power over himſelf, that fuch a 
ment is not unjuſt: Forif it be, qu 
ſuppoſe ſome injury to be done ; but 
in this caſe let 'them aſl En where thein- 


jury lies; it cannot beto the pablick; if | 


the ends of of puciſtinucnts may be obtained 


' that it is not unlawful, becuale &'Y uy t 


there is no queſtion, but anger and > | 


done to him inthe | 


a - 
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A f fuch a ſuffering of one 'for another 
b 7 2 valid conſent of the ſuffering party, 
Irtarinot 'be tothe perſon-in whoſe 'room 
the' other fuffers, for what injury is that 
| toeſcape puniſhmeor'by anothers ſuffer- 
' | Toe 4 it cannot be to'the ſuffering perſon, 
| Uppoſing that-to; be true, which the 


OS 5 ww Wo 3 - 


b-: ft had a power. over his ownlife. If {mir 
2 faid fill, thar the injuſtice lies in 
s; that ſacl one ſuffers undeſervedly 
i therefore wijuſty. ' T anſwer; if be”. 
by andeſeryedly without ſufficient 
cdufe -or reaſon of puniſhment, then - 
ap that ſuch a:onedoth ſuffer 
raty.” \ Immerito in the Greek G 
ah bed by *AA$44, and Merito by cixt- 
1 Sand WAH, and in Cicero, jure eG 
4 are moſt-conimonly- joynedtoge- | 
.” So. that where there is a right to 
Fi and ſufficient reaſon for it, ſuck 
Horm not ſuffer immerito, i. &. in- 
Fr be-Rtid; thar ſach a one 
na, thatimpliesno more” 
bir ellis me dignus, or 'as' the 
ents writ-it dn. comes from the 
f Sica jus, as Voſfus tells us, wt drg- 
it cu tribut aliquid @quum eſt: {0 that 
2 there | 1s ait equity in the thing, 
pre a dignity .in the perſon, or he 
L may 


tis 


| tt ; 15 ſtill ſuppoſed, VIZ. that every - Im tne 
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. 


z 
' 


cexcy,. the circumſtances. may , be. fugh 
that he may be july puniſhed, and ig! 
thax ſenſe de/ervedly.....So that the, Que 


ſion is Qrangely. miſtaken, when (16. 


thus put, {#hether an. innocent perſon con: 
hidered a ſuch, may. be. juſtly puniſhed; 
for no oneaſlerts that, or is boundto ds: 
| it; 
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it; but the true - queſtion is, whether a 
perſoy notwithſtanding his innocency may 
nat by ſome att of his own will oblige him- 
felf to undergo that puniſhment which 0+ 


. "therwiſe he did not deſerve? which pu- 


w/hment, in that caſe is juſt and agreeable 
188. reaſon. And this is that which we 
aſſert and plead for. . So thatinnocency 
here is not conſidered any other ways, 
than whether that alone makes 1t an un- 
hwfull puniſhment, which- otherwiſe 
would be lawfall, z. e. whether the Ma- 
giltrate in fuch caſes, where ſubſticution 


 Badmittableby the Laws of Nations'(as 


in the caſes we arenow upon) be bound 
to regardany more than thatthe obliga- 
tion to puniſhment now lies'upon the 
rſoa who by. his own at hath fub- 
ſiruted himſelf in the' others room ; 
and if he proceeds upon this, his aQion 
is juſtifiable and agreeable to reaton, If 


it be ſaid, #hat the ſubſtitution 'is unjuſf, 


unleſs the ſubſtiruted perſon hath before- 
hand deſerved. to be puniſhed; tis eaſily 
anſwered, that this makes not the matter 
@ all clearer'; for either the perſon is 
puniſhed for the former fault, and then 


there is no ſubſlitution ;-or if he bepu- 
-nittied by [way . of ſubſtirution; 'then 
there is no regard at all had to his for- 


L- 2 mer 
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mer fault,.and ſo it is all-one as if he 
were perfeatly innocent. | 

VI. And: by this Crel/lzus his anſwer 
to the: inſtances both in-Scrzprure ang 
elſewhere concerning . Childrens being 
puniſhed- for. their Parents: faults, will 
appear to be 'inſufficient,. viz. © That 
* God doth:.never puniſh them for their 
© Parents faults beyond; the deſert-of 
* their own fins, and therefore no'argy- 
© ment:can be drawn from thence, that 
* God may-puniſh an innocent perſon 
-* for the ſins. of others, becauſe he hath 
« puniſhed .ſome_ for what they were 
& innocent: For. the force of the ar- 
-gument. doth not lie in the ſuppoſition 
of their.innocency, as to the ground'of 
puniſhment- in general, for we do not 
deny; but that they may deſerve to be 
puniſhed for' their own faults: but the 
argument liesin this, whether their own 
eu1lt were then: contidered:as the reaſon 
of puniſhment, -when God\ did puniſh 
them for their fathers faults?; And whe- 
ther they by their own ſins: did deſerve | 
-to. be puniſhed not only.-with the pu- 
niſhment due 'to their own-miſcarriages, 
- but with the.puniſhment due to their fa 
therstoo ? If not, then ſome perſons are 
juſtly puniſhed, who have not _—_— 

that. 
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_ that puniſhment they undergo; if they 


did deſerve it, then one perſon may de- 


\ ſerve to be puniſhed for anothers fins. 


{fit be ſaid, as it is by Cre/lzus, that his 
own ſins make him capable of puniſhment, 
and God by occafion of others fins doth ex- 
ecute that puniſhment, which he might not 
have done for his own. I anſwer, weare 


"not enquiring into the bare capacity of 


puniſhing, but into the reaſon of it : 
was the reaſon of puniſhment his own 


., or his fathers ſins? It his own, then he 


was puniſhed only for his own fins? if 
his fathers, then the puniſhment may be 
juſt which is inflicted without conſidera- 
tion of proper deſert of it; for no man 
(fy they) can deſerve to be puniſhed, 

ut for his own fins. But it's ſaid, that 
the fins of Fathers are only an impulſive 
cauſe for God to puniſh the Children accor- 
ding to the deſert of their own fins which 
he might otherwiſe have forborn to puniſh. 
Then, the ſins of the Fathers are no rea- 
ſox why the Children ſhould be puniſhed; 


-but their own fins are the reaſon, and 


their Fathers the hare occaſion of being 
puniſhed for them. But in Scriptare, 
the reaſon of puniſhment is drawn from 


_ the Fathers fins, and not from the Chz/- 
drens: For then the words would have 


L 3 run 


150 Of the Sufferings 
run thus, if the Children fin, and deſerve 
puniſhment by their own intquities, then 

FJ will take occafion from rn 61, 
fo vifit their own iniquities wpon them : 
Whereas the words referr tothe Fathers 
fins as the reaſon of the Childrens punith- 
ment. So in the ' words of the Law, 
wherein the reafon of puniſhment ought 
to be moſt expreſly aſſigned, it is not, 
I will certainly puniſh the Children, if 
they continue in the Idolatry of their 

Exod.20.3.Fathers; but, 7 will viſit the fins of the 

Fathers upon the Children, unto the third 
and fourth Generation of them that hate 
me. If it were only becauſe of imitation 
of theFathers ſins by the Children, there 
could be no reafon for the limitation 
to the third and fourth Generation ; for 
then the reaſon of puniſhment would be 
as long as the imitation continued, whe 
| ther ro the fourth or tenth Generation: 

Aph 4C+- And as Alphonſus a Caftro obſerves, © If 

(rode *the reaſon of puniſhment were tlic 

wt. 1. 2.c. © imitation of their Fathers ſins, then 

"= © the Children were not puniſhed for 
© their Fathers fins, but for their own; 

« for that imitation was a fin of their 

* own, and not of their Fathers. Beſides, 

if the proper reaſon of puniſhment were 

the ſins of the Children, and the F _ 

ns |: 
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figs only the occaſion of it, then where 
it is mentioned that Children are puniſh- 
ed for their Parents fins, the Childrens 
ffus ſhonld have been particularly ex- 
prefſed, as the proper cauſe of the puniſh- 


'"ment: Butno other reaſon is affigned in 
'the Law, but the ſins of the Fathers, no 
other cauſe mentioned of Canaar's punith- Gen 9.25. 


ment, but his Father's fin ; nor of the 


puniſhment: of the people in David's 2 Sam. 24. 
- time, but his own fin ; Lo, 7 have fin- 


ned, and I have doze wickedly, But theſe 


vÞ ſhrep, what have they done > Which is no 


hyperbolical expreſſion, but the afſign- 


'Ing the proper cauſe of that judgment to 
"have been his own {#, as the whole Chap- 
- ter declares : Nor, of the hanging up of + Sam. 21. 

'Saul's ſons by the Gtbeonites, but, that 5 | 
* Saul their Father had. plotted their de- 


firuftion. And in an inflance more re- 


-* markable than any ofthoſewhich Cre/us 


anſwers; viz. the puniſhment of the 
people of Fudab, for the ſinsof Manaſſes 


' in the time of Fofras ; when a through 
' Reformation was defigned among then, 


the Prince being very good, and all the 
places of Idolatry deſtroyed, fitch a Paſl- 


" over kept as had not been kept before in 
the time of any King in 7/7ael, yer it. 


then follows, NotwithParding the Lord 
| L 4 turned 
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run thus, if the Children fin, and deſerve 
puniſhment by their own iniquities, then 
, will take occafion from their grretet 6-n) 


fo vifit their own iniquities upon them: 
Whereas the words referr tothe Fathers 
fins as the reaſon of the Childrens punith- 
ment. So in the ' words of the Law, 
wherein the reafon of puniſhment ought 


Alph a Ca- 


(dj 44&the reaſon of puniſhment were thc 


nit. 1. 2.6. * jmitation of their Fathers fins, then 


to be moſt expreſly aſſigned, it is not 
I will certainly puniſh the Children, if 
they .continue in the Idolatry of their 


Exod.20.3. Fathers; but, 7 will wifft the fins of the 


Fathers upon the Children, unto the third 
and fourth Generation of them that hate 
me. It it were only becauſe of imitation 
of theFathers ſms by the Children, there 
could be no reafon for the limitation 
to the third and fourth Generation ; for 


then the reafon of puniſhment wouldbe 


as long as the #mitation continued, whe 
ther ro the fourth or tench Generation: 
And as 4lphonſus 2 Caſtro obſerves, © If 


© the Children were not puniſhed for 
* their Fathers ſins, but for their own; 
« for that imitation was a fin of their 
« own, and not of their Fathers. Beſides, 
if the proper reaſon of puniſhment were 
the ſins of the Children, and rhe Fathers 


ſins | 
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of CHRIST. 
figs only the occaſion of it, then where 
it is mentioned that Children are puniſh- 
ed for their Parents fins, the Childrens 
fus ſhonld have been particularly ex- 
preſſed, as the proper cauſe of the puniſh- 
'ment: Butno other reaſon is aſſigned in 


'the Law, but the ſins of the Fathers, no 


other cauſe mentioned of Canaan's punith- 
ment, but his Father's fin ; nor of the 
puniſhment of the people in David's 


"time, but his own fin ; Lo, 7 have fin- 
ned, and I have doze wickedly, But theſe 

" ſheep, what have they done > Which is no 
hy perbolical expreſſion, but the afſign- 
'Ing rhe proper cauſe of that judgment to 
"have been his own {#, as the whole Chap- 
ter declares: Nor, of the hanging up of 
'Saul's ſons by the Gtbeonites, but, that 

" Saul their Father had. plotted their de- 


fruftion. And in an inftance more re- 


- markablethan any ofthoſe which Cre/ius 
"anſwers; viz. the puniſhment of the 


people of Fudab, for the ſinsof Manaſſes 


' in the time of Fofras ; when a through 
' Reformation was defigned among then, 


the Prince being very good, and all the 
places of Idolatry deſtroyed, fuch a Paſl- 
over kept as had not been kept before in 


= 
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Gen-9 25. 


2 Sam. 24- 


17. 


2 Sam. 21. 


ow.” 


the time of any King in 7/rael, -yet it 


then! foflows, Notwithfanding the Lord 
| L 4 turned 
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> Kin. 23. turned not from the fierceneſs of his great 
v.4 #0 v.21. wrath, wherewith his auger was kindled 
a gainſt Judah, becauſe of all the provecati- 


ons wherewith Manaſſes had provoked him 
withal. Who can ſay here, that the fins 
of Manaſſeh were only the occaſion of 
God puniſhing the people.in the time of 
Fofras for their own fins,, when their fins 
were much leſs in the time of Foftas, 
than in any time mentioned before, at- 
ter their lapſe into /dol/atry? Nay, it is 
expreſly ſaid, That Fohah rook away al 


the abominations out of all the countries. 


that pertained to the Children of 1ſrael, 


and made all that were preſent in Iſrael. 
to ſerve, even to ſerve the Lord their. 


God. And all bis days they departed not 


from following the Lord God of their Fas, 


thers : To ſay, that this was done-in hy- 


pocriſie, e, and bare outward compliance, 


isto ſpeak without book ;, and if the rea+ 
ſon of ſo ſevere puniſhments had been 
their hypocriſie, that.ought to. have 
been mentioned; bur nor. only. here, 
but afterwards it is ſaid,, rhar the reaſon 


._ of God's deſtroying Fudah, was for the 


ws of Manaſſeh; wiz. his Idolatries and 
rther, which it is ſaid, the Lord will 


"not pardon. And if he would not pardon» 


then he did puniſh far thoſe ſins, not 
barely 


- 
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barely as the occaſton, but as the merito- 
riouws cauſe of that puniſhment. What 
ſhall we ſay then? Did the people in Fo- 
flab's time, deſerve to be puniſhed for 
- the ſins of Maxaſſeh, Grandfather to Jo- 
fab Or was God fo highly provoked 
with thoſe ſins, that although. he did 
not puniſh Maxaſſeh himſelf upon his re- 
pentance, yet he would let the world 
ſee how much he abhorred them, by 
puniſhing thoſe ſins upon the people at- 
.terwards; although according to the u- 
ſual proportion of ſins and puniſhments, 
| the ſins of the people in that age did 
not exceed the ſins of other ages, as 
much as the puniſhments they ſuffered, 
did exceed the puniſhments of other ages: 
which is neceſſary according to Crellius 
his Doctrine ; for if God never puniſherh 
by occaſion of their Fathers fins, the 
. Children beyond the deſert of their own - 
fins; then it isneceſſary, that where judg- 
ments are remarkably greater, the ſins 
muſt be ſo too; thecontrary to which is 
plain in this inſtance. By which weſee, 
that it is not contrary to the Juſtice of 
4, Godin puniſhing, to make the pyniſh+*? 
ment of ſome on the account of others 
| ſins, to exceed the deſert of their own ; 
meaſuring that deſert, not ina way com- 
mon 
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' Exck. 18. 

20, CXx- 
lained. 
zek. 18. 

<+ 20. 
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mon to_ all fin, but when the deſert, 
of ſome ſins is compared with the 'd& 
ſert of others: For it is of this latter we 
ſpeak of, and of the method which God 
uſeth in puniſhing fin here, for the de- 
monſtration of his hatred of it, accor- 
ding to which the greateſt puniſhments 
muſt ſuppoſe the greateſt ſins, either 
of their own, or others which they fal- 
fer for. 

VII. But hath not God declared, That 
he will never puniſh the Children for the 


Fathers fins? for the ſoul Yhat finnethit | 


ſhall die; the ſon ſhall not bear the ini- 


quity of the Father, &c. To which I. 


anſwer, Theſe words are to be confider- 
ed, as an anſwer to a complaint made 
by the Fews, ſoon after their | going mnto 
Captivity, which they i to God's 
ſeverity in puniſhing them for their Fa- 


thers ſins. Now the complaint was 


either true or falſe; if it. were tri, 
then though this was looked upon as 
great ſeverity in God, yet it was no 
injuſtice. in him ; for though God may 
at ſeverely, he cannot at unjuſtly: 
if it was falfe, then che anſwer had 
been an abſoltte denial of it, as 4 


thing repugnant to the Juſtice 'of God. | | 
Which we do not find here, Dr 


_ 
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664 fit unto them, v. 3. Te ſhall nor 


ve vecafion any more to uſe this Pro- 
verb in Iſrael: if the thing had: been 
plainly unjuſt, which they complained 
of, he would have told them, they ne- 
thr had occaſion to ufe ir. Bur we find 
the Prophets telling them before-hand, 
yt they ſhovld fatter for their Fathers 
fins, Jer. 15. 3, 4 "WR he threatens 
them with defirucion and baniſhmenr, 
becauſe of the fins of Manaſſeh in Feruſa- 


lem; and in the beginning of the capti- 


vity "they complain of this, Lam. 5: 7. 

Our Fathers have ſinned, and are not, and 
be have bory, their Tmiquities. And Fer. 

11. 28, God faith by the Prophet, that 
had watched over thenr to pluck up, and 
to pull down, and to deſtroy, avd to afflitt : 


but that be would watch over them to build, 
Ad th plant, and in thoſe tys they ſhall, ſay Jer. 31.29, 
or more,the Fathers have eaten ſowre grapes - 


and the Childrens teeth are ton edge ; 
ſhall die for his owh iMiquity. 


—tirag one ſba 
. Which place is exaRtly parallel with this 


in EzeHel, and gives us a clear account 


. of it, which 'is, that now indeed God 


had dealt very ſeverely with them, 


S by 
|; caning them ſuffer beyond whit inthe 


"rey? courſe of his providence rheir 
deferved ; bit he puniſhed them 


nor 
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not only for their own ſins, but the fins 
of their: Fathers : But leſt they ſhould 
think, they ſhould be utterly conſumed 
for their. iriiquities, and be. no Pa al 
people enjoying the Land which God had 
promiſed them, he tells them by the Pro, 
phets, though they had ſmarted ſo much, 
by reaſon of their Fathers fins, 'this ſer 
verity ſhould not always continue-upon 
chem; but that God would viſit them 
with his kindneſs again, and would plant 
them in their own Land, then they 
ſhould ſee no. reaſon to continue this - 
Proverb among them, for they would 
then find, Though their Fathers had eaten 
ſowre grapes;their teeth ſhould not be always 
ſet on edge with it. Andif we obſerve it, 
the occaſion of the Proverb, was con- 
cerning the Land of 1ſrael, -xmw\Noamy 
ſupra terra 1ſrael, as the Chaldee Para: 
phraſt renders it more agreeable to the 


Ezek.18.2. ZZebrew, than the other Verſions do. So. 


that the Land of 1[rael was the occaſion 
of the Proverb, by their being baniſhed 
ont of it for their Fathers ſins, Now God 
tells them, they ſhould have no more 
occaſion to uſe this Proverb concerning 
the Land of 1ſrael:; for they, notwith- 
ſtanding their Fathers fins, ſhould return 
into their own Laxd. And eyen gb | 
tne 
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the continuance of their captivity, they 
ſhould not undergo ſuch great\ſeverities 
for the future, but they ſhould find: their 
condition _ m_ tolerable _ 7 
imagined ; only, if any | were'guilty 0 
ta fins than others, che ſhould 
themſelves ſuffer for their own fanles,bur 
he would not puniſh the whole Nation 
for them or their own Poſterity; This 
{rake to be the genuine meaning vf this 
.place ; and I the rather embrace it, be- 
*cauſe I'find ſuch infuperable difficulties 
in'orher interpretations that are given of 
it; For to ſay as' our Adverfaries do, 
That what God ſaith, ſhould not be for the 
futare, was ___ to his nature and ju- 
ice'ever to do, is to charge God plain- 
4y-with injuſtice in what he 'had*done : 
- For the Prophets told them they ſhould 
ſuffer for the ſins of their Fathers > Which 
ſufferings were the ground of their com- 
paint now, and the anſwer here given 
-muſt rejate to the occaſion of the'com- 
plaint ; for God faith; They ſhould not 
| have occaſion touſe that Proverb: Where- 
in/is implyed, they ſhould not have the 
fame reaſon to complain whictrrhey had 
* 1then: [demand then, Do nottheſe words 
4mply, That God would not do for the 
future with them, what he had _ be- 
; JUTE ore ; 


Matt. 23. 
35+ 


Of the Suffermgs 
fore; if nat, the proper anſwer had been 
a plain denial, agd not a-promile for the 
future he would not ; if they do, then 
either. God. properly puniſhed thera for 
the figs of their Fathers, and then Gad 
muſh be,avju/t in doing ſo, or ut was juſt 
with God todo it, and fo. this place in- 
ſtead of overthrowing wu! prove, that 
forge may be juſtly. puniſhed, beyond 
the deſert-of their own fins: or elſe, God 
did only take occafion by their Fathers fans, 
tq puniſh: them according ta the deſert of 
their own. iniquities.: But then they had 


no cauſe to.complain, that they were pui- | 


iſhed forany more than their own. ini 
quities.z and withal, then God doth ab- 
lige himſelf by his promiſe here; never 
to-puniſh men for the future by the occa- 


fonof others fins : which is got only cod- 


trary to their own Dodrine, but to what 
is plainly: ſeen afterwards in the puniſh- 
ment of the Fews for their Fathers fing, 
mentioned by our Saviour after this; 
And if this be a certain rule of equity 
which God here ſaith, that he would: ae- 


ver--vary« from, then the puniſhing:of 


ſome- on the occaſion - of - others: fins, 


would: be as unjuſt, as our 4dverſaries 


ſuppoſe the puniſhing any beyond, the 


deſert of their owa fins to be, But. is it not 


implyed, 
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implyed, that Gods ways would be unequal, Exe. 18. 
if he ever did otherwiſe than he there ſaid *5- 


he would do 2 No, itis not, if by equal he 


meant ju/#, ſor his ways never were, or 
can be ſo unequal; but here if it be taken 


with a reſpe& to the main diſpute of the 
Chapter, no more is implied in them, 
but that they judged  amiſs:concerning 
God's actions, and that: they were juf, 


- when they thought them not to- be ſo: 


or if at leaſt they thought his ways ve- 
ry ſevere, though juſt, God by-remit- 
ting of this ſeverity, would ſhew that he 
yas not only juſt, but tizd ;and fo they 
would find his ways equas, thatis, always 

ble to themſelves, and ending in 
#e(s to them, though they hitherto 
were ſo ſeyere towards thera in-their ba- 
niſhmeot and captivity. Or if they be 


taken with @ reſpet 10 the immediate 


occaſion of them both, - Ezek. 18.—33. 


, They do not relate to this diſpute about 
' Childrens ſuffering, for their Fathers fins ; Exek. 33- 
but to another, which was concerning **: 


a righteous mans ſinning and dying in 
his ſins, and a wicked mans repenting 


y 


znd liviog in his righteouſneſs ; which 


- | were direaly- contrary to the common 


- opinion of the Fews to this day, which 
- Is, that God will judge men according 


ro 
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to the greateſt number of their ations 
good or-bad: as appears by Maimonides 
and others. Now they thought it ave 
ry hard caſe, for a man who had bee 

righteous the far greateſt part'of his tim, 
if he did ar laſt commit iniquity, that hig 


former righteouſneſs ſhould 11gnifie/no- 


thing, bur he: muſt die in his iniquity, 
To this therefore God 'anſwers, that'lt 
was' only the inequality of their owt 
ways, which made them think God 
ways in doing ſo unequal;” This thei 
doth not make it unequal, for"God'eþ! 
ther to puniſh men, upon the: occaſion} 
or by the defert of other mens (ins, _ 
poling ſuch a'conjundion between t 
as there is;in the ſame body of peo! 
to thoſe who went before them. And 
crell.c. 4. Crellius himſelf grants, '* That Socinur 
ſe. 15. © never intended to prove; that'one mans' 


vere « it ſelf, from this'place :' no, not thot 


che gi ley « we take it in the ſtricteſt ſenſe; for 
Gas << ſuffering inthe ſtead of another. ny, 


an inno- VIII. Having thus far declared, howfars 


cent per- it is agreeable to God's Juſtice;'ro puniſh 
pas 4s any perſonseither by reaſon of his domf- 


| ſent,makes njon; or the conjunction of perſons, for' _ 
—_ the ſins of others; and conſequently whe |, 


mentun- ther any puniſhment may be undergone 


juſt. Julte | 


< ſufferiog for anothers fins wasunjuſtin 
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| flion-ſtill; proceeds upon; the: 
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of CHRIST. 16t 
juſtly:beyond the proper deſert 'of their 


owoſins, 1 now return:to the conſent of 
Mankind in it, on ſuppaſition-either-of a 


near coojunRtion ; ;- or 4 valid conſent 
which muſt;make up the want of domi- 
(102-1N men without-4t.; Andithe- n 


of choſe things, that; there be aipropet' 
dominion 4n men7overithat w 
ww with for others ſakes, and —_—_ 

wg their free conſort ; A we 
jſtifie./:it -not;to; be | - the 


beyond 'the Jeſert of thieir own 


that 
ſuch-\a puniſhment is true punt 
but: not juſt, is no! anſwer at alltoithe 
conſent of Nations! that it 15 ſo: And 
ore finding this anſwer infuffivieot; 
1es,upon another, viz. © That ir crell. r. 4. 
* was never received by-the conſent of + 30:33, 
Irions, that one man ſhould ſuffer-in as 
Nead- of another, ſo as t 
|d be freed-by the others fu 
hw he ſaith, ow Sens 
"do deny, that one:man- may-be puſh» 
* ed for: lion fins;.. but that which 
{ahey deny 1s, that ever the innocent 
puniſhed ſo as the: guilty -were 
.« freed _- it;-and ſo + en in the 
_ "ak 


Of the Sufftrings 
*. cdſe'of Hoſtagesand; Sureties, their pus! 
*-niſhinent did neverexcule the kr in 
*-themſelves. Andtothis purpoſeve/ainhy 
* S9cimns his argument :dotly bhokd-poody 
— ©*ithattho'onemans money may became 
* anothers, yet one '\mans ſufferings ears 
* not become-morkers: For, ſaith hejif it 
4 contd;thenirwoutd beall one who ſufs 
*-ſened, as it is who pays the money due': 
+ Andthen the offender muſt be preſents 
*-ly:releafed, as the'Debror is upon'pays 
$ ment of thedebr. This isthe fubſtarice 
of what'is ſaid by 'him upon this Arges | | 
ment" To which'i reply ; x; Tharichis | © 
gies tp the matreyihodiſpute at preſet | * 


us; tor'the preſent queſtion is} - 


beyond the deſert of bixown aQions? Te 
farhCalbus, it 15mm aſt be ſuffers ſ0;; 
+... thas the ginlty be freed by bi ſufferings:Bu 
. -  we'arenor eriquitiag;” Whether-it bejul 

\ © forwtoblieriperſon'to'be freed for a mins | 

&'for- him?*bur whether it be Juſt | - 
for rh4vtman to ſaffer by his owhLonſhnt, 
more than-Þis own ations, wirhourthat | 


Whether: it beunjuſt for any one roſuffer | - 


edners; deſerved? The releaſe of WW, 


perſon by! vertue of! his ſafferings, '\isa | ' 
-matcer'of another conſideration, 'Doth | 
the freeing ormot-freeing of anorher by | ' 
 fofferingy add any thing to the defer of 

9) 82 * b/! ſuffering? } ' 


| | ite 
X38 more jult when he is ; for the tran- 
"2 
W | {', 
tn 


F- 


” - 
—__ 


| would be by ſuppoſing cheir guile 
more fully tranſlated 8 choſs who 


of CHRIST. 


- ſuffering » He thar being wholly inno- 
cent, and doth fuffer on the account of . 


anothers fault, doth he not ſuffer as a»- 
deferoedly, hy another be not freed, 
as if he were > As in the caſe of Z7afta- 
gex or Surcties, doth it make them at 
all rhe more guilty, becauſe the perſons 
they are concerned for, will be Puniſhed 
notwithſtanding, if they come under the 
power of choſe who-exaQted the puniſh- 
ment upon them, who ſuffered for them ? 
Nay, is not their deer? of puniſhment 


 fomunch the leſs, jin'2s much as the guil- 
| tyareftill bound to anſwer for their own 


offences? If we could- ſuppoſe the guil- 
ty to be. freed by the rs lod 


ſuffer, arid conſequently, a greater obli- 


* Pation - eo puniſhimenc following rhat 


te.. . From whence it follows, thar if 
jul to puniſh, when the perſon is 
liver d from whom the other ſuffers, 


tion of. the penalty is much leſs in che 
mier caſe, thanyn the latter; and what 
jul upon. leſs grounds of puniſhment, 
j be more jult upon greater,, look 
"0h this therefore hut. as a ſhift of, Crelli- 


%. hb ping thereby to avoid the conſent 
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of mankind in one mans ſuffering; for 


- another, without attending: to the main ' 


argument he was upon; v#z. The juſtice 
oe perſon ſuffering for another. 2.1: 


is very unreaſonable thing, to makean 


aQion unjuſt for that, which of it ſelf 
is acknowledged by our Adverſaries to 
be- very juſt ; viz. The pardoning the 
offenders themſelves. If it were jull to 
ſuffer, if the other were not pardoned, 
and it were ju't ro pardon, whether the 
-other;were puniſhed or no, how. comes 
this ſuffering tobe unjuſt, merely by the 
others being pardoned by it :; nay, 1s it 


not rather an argument, that thoſe ſuf- * 


ferings are. the molt juſt, which do. ſo 


fully anſwer all theends of puniſhmeats; | 


that there is then. no neceſlity. that the 


offender ſhould ſuffer ; but that the Su- 


.preme._ Governour having obtained the 
-ends,of Government, by the ſuffering of 
one-ſot the reſt, declares himſelf ſo well 
pleaſed with it, thar he is willing to par 
' don. theoffenders themſelves. 3. Man 
of hier wha have Hd Tee 

niſhed1n others, have themſelyes ele 
or the nk eb Bey ſe g 
'xheir fins : As is plain'in the caſe of ; 
#ab,: whoſe puniitiment was not fo'Þ' 


as his fins'deferyed, becauſe the full pu- 
7: 6 niſhment. 
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4 to ſuffer, with a deſign that others may 


ma MM .£2.-. A iq... na aA. inde... © 


, 


ſaping it. 4 Our Adverfaries confeſs, that 
lo he 4 


ming the truth! or he judges bim far more 

 wefull and confiderable than himſelf : ſo 

' likewiſe a Son for his Father, one Brother | 

. for another, or a Friend, or | any, whoſe Crell cag.6. 


| Now Task, whether a man can be:bound- 


if not; as it is plain he cannot, then 
- fuch-an obligation of one man to ſuffer 
| forthe delivery of another cannot be 
+ wjuſt, and conſequently the ſuffering it 


of CARIST. 165: 


niſhment of them was reſerved to: his 
ity. If it be ſaid, as it is by Creb 
lius,: That Ahabwa not wholly freed, his Crell. c. 4. 
life being taken any for: his own fins : = - 
That gives no ſufficient 'anſwer ; for if 19. 
ſome part of the puniſhment was defer- 
red, that part he was delivered. from; 
and the fame reaſon in this caſe will hol4 
for the whole as the: part. As 4s plain 
in the caſe of Maxaſſeh, and ſeveral 0+ 
thers, the guilt of whoſe ſins were pu- 
niſhed on their poſterity, themſelves 'e- 


caſes it is lawful and juſt for ſome 


be ' freed by their ſuffering for them. 
Thus they aflert, Zhat one Chriſtian, not 
oly may, but ought to lay down his life for 
another, if there be any danger of his de- 


life' he thinks more uſefull than his own, 39- 


ta'thing that is 2» its one nature unjuſt 2 


Roni cf M 3 telf 


Of the Sufferings 
ſelf cannot be ſo. But Crellius fairk,. | 
The injuſtice in this caſe lies wholly upon 
the Magiſtrate who admits it : but I ask, 
Wherefore is it unjuſt in the Magiſtrate 
to admit it? it is becauſe rhe thing is in 
it ſelfunjuſt 2 if ſo, there can be 'no'oblis 
gation to do it; and it would be as great 
a fin to undergo it, as in the Magitirate 
to/permitit ; but if it be juſt in ir ſelf,we 
have obtained what we contend for, viz. 
that it may be juſt for a. man to ſuffer 
beyond the deſert of his own ations; for 
he that lays down his life for hisBrethren, 
doth not deſerve by his own ations that 
very puniſhment which he undergoes, 
And if the thing be in it felf juſt, how 
comes it to be unjuſt in him that permits 
it* 5, The reaſon why among men the 
offenders themſelves are puniſhed, is be- 
cauſe thoſe were not the terms, \ypon 
which the perſons ſuffered. For if they 
had ſuffered upon theſe terms thar the 
other might be freed, and their ſuffering 
was admitted/'of by the Magiſtrate on | 
that conſideration, then in all reafonrand 
juſticethe offenders ought to be freed on 
the account of the'others ſuffering for 
them. - But among men the chief'reaſon - 
of the obligation to puniſhment-of one } 
man for another, is not, that the orher Þ 
2 1,  ——_—_— 


|. . might be freed, - bup-that there [maybe 


hat.che 
rea- 


ſecurity given by the: publick; 
nders thall bequitalied ; and 


1 - ſon-of the Sureties ſuffering is at to de- 


liver theoffender, but to fatisfiey Law; 
by declaring that. all.care; is rakea :that 
the offender ſhould:be puniſhed, when in 
caſe of eſcape, the Surety ſuffers for him. 


£ 

Jn an ſuffers purpoſelythiat others mighe 
| be freed by his-ſuffering , for then in 

caſe the ſuffering-be admitted, the  re- 

leaſe: of the other is not only not unjuſt, 
but becomes due to him;that ſuffered, on 
| bis. own terms, Not as FRovght follow- 
ed. ip/o fats as Crelins fanfies, but the 
- mangex of releaſe doth depend-upon the 
_. zerms which he who ſuffered for them, 
ſhall make in order-toit, For upon this 
ſuffering of one for another upon ſuch 
terms, -the immediate conſequent of the 
ſuffering is not. the: aFual diſcharge' but 
the.r/ght to it which he hath purchaſed; 
© and which he may diſpenſe upon what 


* ,.. terms he ſhall judge moſt for his honour, 


..6. Although one perſons ſufferings can- 
-not become anothersſo as one mans Mo- 

._ #ey may; yet one mans {ufferin Ing be 
a {ifficient conſideration on which @ be- 
nefit may accrue to another, For to 
| | M4 that 


it is quite another thing/when' the | 
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Of the Suffering 
that:end a Donationy/or ſuch a-transfers. 
ring-right from one to another as is in 
Movey,' is not neceffary;,” but: the accep-.. 
tation which it hath from him whohath 
the power to pardon. . If he declare'that 
he.is ſo well pleaſed with the ſufferings 
of:oneforanother,$hat'in conſideration- 
of them, he'will pardorvthoſe from whom... 
he ſuffered ; where lies the impollibility 
or unreaſonableneſs of |the :thing'?. For 
Crellius grants, that rewards may be gi 

to others, than the (perſons who did the ath- 
ons in conſideration of. thoſe attions ; and 
why-may not. the: ſufferings of one for 
others, . being purpoſely undertaken-for 
this end, be available for the-pardon of 
thoſe whom he ſuffered for 2 For a man 
can no more transfer the .right of his 
good.. ations, than: of his ſufferings. 
Fromall which it follows,that one perſon. 
may by bis own conſent, and being ad- 
mitted thereto by bim rowhom the right 


of puniſhing belongs, ſuffer juſtly;. rtho' 


it be beyond the deſert of his own aQi- 
ons ; and theiguilty may be pardoned on 
the account _ of  hus ſutferings.. Which 
was the firſt thingwe deſigned to prove 
fromCrel{zus,1in order to the overthrow- 


ing hisown by pothefis. For it being|con- 
fe by him 


i 
fe that ſuch ſufferings bw 


-  Crellivs cannot hold, that one” man' can- 
onſent ſuffer for another, be- 


of CHRIST 
all that-belongs to the nature of puniſh- 
' ments,and ſince God hath juſtly puniſhed 


 Þ. ſome for the fins.which they have not 


committed ; ſince all Nations have al- 
lowed it Juſt for 'one man by .his' own 


conſent! to ſuffer | for another ; ſince it. 


- carinbe be unjuſt-for the offender to be 

releaſed by anothers- ſufferings, if he 
| wereadnitred to ſuffer for' that eng, it 
| evidently foffows,' contrary to Crel/zus 
 hismainPrinciple, rnat' a perſon may be 
; juſtly puniſhed beyond the deſert of his own 
ations: And fo- that firſt argument of 


 Cauſe'nd man can deſerve andthers puniſh- 
ment, and no puniſhment is juſt but what 
deſerved; His fecond/argument from 


 notbybirownc 


| . the-nature- of axger. and cueng ge hath. 
| been already anſwered in the firſt Diſ- 


- :courſe about the nature and ends of pu- 
niſhments, and his third argument, har 
one: mans puniſhment cannot become. ano- 
|  thers, immediately before. And' fo we 
have - finiſhed our firſt conſideration of 
the ſufferings of Chriſt in geaeral, as a 


| our 
- "thewed tobe agreeable both to Scripture 
| 2nd Reaſon, | IS 


CHAP, 
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of our fins, "which we have 
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[. The Death of Chrif confidered a1 a 
Expiatory Sacrifie far fi. 1; :Whas 


Crellius _ 
F with Nuns. Lev. 19.17; 88 
 .. Pfained. The expiation of uncertain 
. . wurthar proves a ſubſtitution, IV, 4 F : 
ſubſtitution of Chriſt in ur reom proved Þ 
from Chriſt's being ſaid to die far w; Þ : 
the importance of that phraſecanfidered. Þ 
. » V, Jnnhat ſenſe aSurrogation of Chiit Þ \ 
ho Ka room weſſerted by w. VI. Our Re- Þ > 
. ., VI, Of the true uot ion of Redemption: Þ © 
that explained, aud proved againſt Se | - 
cinys end Crellius. Mo veceſtty of pay” Þ * 
. ing the price to him that detgins cap” © 
tive, where the captivity zs not by Þ'" 
| | force, E 4 | 


of CHRIST. = 
« force, but by ſentence of Law. C brift's 
. death a proper Autegs : and therefore 
the DaoAurewns attributed to it, cau- 
. wf be takev for mere deliverance. | 


E = by - confider the The The death 
th of Chriſt, as at" Expia- * 
WV cory Sacrifice for the fins of xm bx. 
| "abi: Which" isas much demed- by Ei 
- our Adverfaries, asthatit was'a'puniſh- po 
+ ment for our ſins. For though! they do 
' |. "nor deny, That Chrift az a Prieff did of- 
| Jerup a Sacrifice of Expiation for the fins 
ÞF of we; yer they utterly deny, That thi 
| was performed on earth, or that the Expia- 
' "thow of fins did reſpeit God, Buy only us ; 
" on that the death of Chrif, had any pro- 
F "per efficacy towards the expiation df fin, a- 
- ons thai as it comprehend init all 
| the conſequences of bis death, by a ſtrange 
* 7. I ſhall now therefore prove, . 
of that all things” which do belong to 2 
+ Proper Expiatory Sacrifice, ' do agree to 
es of Cos This te Yes 
#x ially confiderablein it: 1. A 
'F | Subſtitution in the placeof theOffenders. 
KF 5 Vine rem dire <lrogs 3-: An 
TI Expiation' con upon it. 
; "Now theſe three; I ſhall {Crit he to 
& | pgres fully to the dearh of Chyi _ us. 
x 14 


let, 


172: 


=, 
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for us, was ſubſtituted in our place, 


x. That in the expiatory Sacrifices un-/ 


der the Law, there was a Sub/titutionof 
them i the place of the Offenders. This 


our Adverſaries are not willing to yield: 
us, becauſe of the correſpondency which. 


is ſo-plainin the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, 


between thoſe Sacrifices, and that wh ch 
was offered up by Chriſt. We now ſpeak: 
only of thoſe Sacrifices, which we are. 
ſure were appointed of old for the expia- 


tion of fin, by God himſelf. As to which: 
the great rule aſſigned by the Apoſtle 


- Heb.9.22. was, That: > ſhedding of blood there 


was -n0. remiſſion. If we yield Crellius 


. Crell.c.10. what: he ſo often urgeth, viz. That theſe 
words are to be erſtood, of of what wa 


done under the Law ; They 7 not-be. 
the leſs ſerviceable to our purpoſe ; - for 
thereby.it will appear, that the means 
of Expiation lay in the ſhedding of blood : 
Which ſhews, that the ; very matation 
of the- beaſt to -be ſacrificed, was de- 


Hgned-in order to. the Expiation of (in, 
To an inquiſitive perſon, the reaſon of _ 


the ſlaying ſuch multitudes of beaſts i i 
the 


14 Subſtitution in the place of the. 
Offenders. That we are to prove, was 
deſigned in the expiatory Sacrifices un. * 
der the Law, and that Chriſt in his death 


; 
F 
; 
| 


of CHRIST. 


' the Sacrifices appointed by God himſelf 


among the Fews, would have appeared 
far leſs evident than now it doth, fince 
the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews 
hath given us ſo full an account of them. 
For it had been very unreaſonable to: have 
thought, that they had been merely in- 
ſtituted: out of compliance with the cu- 


' ſtoms of other Nations, ſince the whole 


defign of their Religion, was to purats 
"g a 


them from them : and on.ſuch wp 
ſition the great deſign of the E 

the, Hebrews lignifies very little ; —_— 
doth far more explain to us the 'nature 
and tendency of all the Sacrifices in _ 


| among them, «that had a 


| pune of ſins, Run al as 
Egyptians, bows Conimentaries 
« the ey Fws,., But I intend nat now 
to. diſcourſe at large upon this Het 
of Sacrifices, either as-to the nature and | 
Inſtitution of them i in general, or with a 
rticular reſpeQ to the Sacrifice. of 
oh alt, ſince a learned perſon | of 'our 


| Church hath already undertaken Crebius 


pon: this Argument, and we hope Cer 
Fen oblige the world with the bene- 
of: his pains. T ſhall therefore onl! 
inſiſt on thoſe things which are nece[- 
fary for our purpoſe, in order to the 


clearing 


TY 
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were inſtituted among the Fews. - If we 
Crell.c. 10. yield' Crel/ius whithe after Sochiut cots 


{8-13 tends for vie. That the Sacrifice of Chriſti | 


was only repreſ, ented in the publick and 


ſolemn expiatory Sacrifices for the people; 


and eſpecially _ on the day of Aron 
ment ; We inay have b from chem 
- vindicate all that we affert, cordterts 


—— expiatory Sacrifice ©  blok 
What the * {]. For "that thoſe wete deſigned by 


Expiation yay of Subſtitutiy in the place of the | 


. by the $a: offenders, will appear' from the 
ho na 3 ſtances atid: reac Fr their ffs 
Lan Bur before we come to that, it will 
necefary to ſhew'what thar £x 
was/which the Sicrifices undet't 
were deſig 
ivgof - which, ives 2 greater force 
*s Adverſaries A rgutents, thar, © 
wile they would rafrY For while ich 
aſfert, that the ex / menje was wholly ty 
| pical, and of the fame nature with t 
nr Bs which is really obrairied by 
death of Chriſt," they cally prove, 7hat 


all the expiation then, was only declards | 


tive, 


clearing the Subſtitution of Chriſt in our. | 
ſtead, for the expiation of our fins by: 
his death; and this we fay was repre. 
ſented in the expiatory Sacrifices, which. 


tle 


I for; oF noe I ; 
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+ tive, roryprvmias.crinees 


| fe ofered 


| toldftion 


& + ed; which was real, and 


than-on a condition 
neglet of which be an 
* iÞ of diſobedience in them; av by this 
| tears it could: repreſent , fay they; w 
| wore than ſuch anexpiation ro be by Chrift; 
i | viz: God's declaring that fins are txpia- 
| | ted by him, on the performance of fach a 
required in order thereto, as lay- 
afgffn/by ver 
zatioh of ſin; y ver« 
wn. and offer- 


the 


ing down bis life 
| another kind of 
wet the Sacrifice being ſlain 


| | bit the- Sacrifice : And this way twofo 


i l WCHHT, and 4 Ritaal'expiation,- accord- 
| ingto the double nod in whichthe 
ate of the Jews may be-confidered, 


' | dither as members of a Society, fabGſt. 


by a body of Laws, which according 
to the Niticteſt : Sanction of it,  inakes 
drath the penalty of diſobediente, Dear. 
v7. 26; but by this will of the Legiſſaror, 
Wd-adffiit of a relaxation in matiy caſes, 
allowed by hinvelf ; "ith hich hirdectares. 
That the death of the beaſt for 
©Saryifce thould be accepted, inſtead of 
the death of the offender ; and fo the 


| dfiefice ſhould be fully expiated, as to 
+ the execution of the penal Law upon 


him. Apd thus far, T frvely adinit what 


Grotius 


176 Of the AE. 
Gret deSa- Grotius' a(lerts upon this ſubjeR, adds 
ri. c.10." yield that no other offence could-be, 
Gag ml yr hb MT 
e Particuarly. 

ſhould i be ſo. Ea ed 5.0m no. 
"a was, to. be puniſhec ting. | 
was to be expiated by Sacrificezs - 1 
wilfal Idolatry, \ Murther, (Sc. yl 1 
it is in ole for hol to give 
count of, who make rheexpiation whol 
| ly typical.; for why 1 ld notthe | 
greateſt ſins much rat a nad ia a | 7 
fices of  expiation. appointed for' t 4 
began oh Canennees a = ld 

OUCIEQUS'.LQF."t 

raſa leſſer. ſins ; and the blogd.of 

riſt repreſented, by. them, was delig 

ed for the. expiation. of all... Fro 
whence it is evident, ithar it warmers 

meer typical expiation ; bur it did 


to. the. civil conſtitution A m_ : 
But beſides. this, we; are-to contiies - 


people with-2 reſpedt to that:mode of 
Divine Worſhipwhich was among them _— | 
by reaſon-of which, the People were to 
be purified from. the /ega/ impur 
which they | contracted, which hindeed | 
them from joyning with others.in ths 
publick- Worſhip of God, and many St - 
crifices were appointed purpoſely forthe - 
"I. expiating 
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ating this legal ile, as particularly, 
I - Figes aſhes of the fey & ifer, Numb. 19. 9. 
: * whichis there called a purification for fin. 
* 4 oy the Apoſtle p puts he Bulls Heb.g.ts, 
ge | ks Aaapragces x the aſhes of a kr T3: 
4 ſprinkling the unclean, together ; and t 
"i hrs pr rk of war's he faith, was, t0- 
+ Jantifie to the mg of the the Job 

3 which implies, tha wh fu. was ſome pro» 
and immediate effect of theſe facri- 
upon. the people. at that time, 
h infinitely ſhort of the effet of 
- the blood of Chriſt upon the Conſciences 
5, <# men. By. whichir is plain, my 
+ Fe doth not ſpeak of the fame of 

& expiation in thoſe ſacrifices, which was 
.F in the Sacrifice of Chriſt, and that the 
- &, onewas barely typical of the other ; but 

F ofadifferent kind of expiation, is far as 
& 1 purifying the fleſþ is from purging the Con- 
F ſcience. - But. we do not deny, that the 
and that 
things to Heb. 16, 


+ wholediſpenſation was typical, 

| the Law had a ſhadow x4 good 
| come, and not the very image of the things, 

'F Le. a dark and 5 Ian Wh LAI 

| and not the perfect reſemblance of them, 

' Thereare two things which the Apoſtle 

F alerts concerning the Sacrifices of the 

F Lav: Firſt, that they had an eftet 

1 3 on the Bodies of men, which he calls 
| 'N purify 


Heb. 9. 9. 
10. 4- 
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purifying the fleſh ; the other is, that 
they had no power to expiate for the ſins 
of the ſoul, conſidered with a reſpe@ to 
the puniſhment of another life, which 
he calls purging the Conſcience from dead 
works ; and therefore he ſaith, that all 
the gifts and ſacrifices under the Law, 
coul] wot make bim that did the ſervice 
perfett, as pertaining to the Conſcience, 
and that it was impoſſible that the Blood bf 


| ”m 
Bulls and Goats Weald take away fin. So 
that the proper expiation which was 
made by them, was civil and ritual, re- 
lating either tocorporal puniſhment, or 
to legal nncleanneſs, from whence the 
Apoſtle well proves the neceſlity of 2 
higher Sacrifice to make expiation for 
fins, as pertaining to the Conſcience : But 
that expiation among the Jews did relate 
to ring Polity Yeu was __ '* 
mong them, as they were a e un- 
der the one andre 4 of a body of Laws 
diſtin from thereſt of the world. And 
they being conſidered as ſuch, it isvain 
to enquite, whether they had only tem- 
poral or eternal promiſes; for it wasim- 
poſſible they ſhould have any other than 


temporal, unleſs ae ages, pine, that 'Gas 
would own them for a diſtin as 
in another World as he did in this. For 


what } ISP 


| 
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what Promiſes relate to a People as ſuch, 

- muſt conſider them as a People, and in 

that capacity they mult be the bleſſings 

of a Soctety, viz. .peace, plenty, number 

of days, Tc. But we 
t To 


pes, and in that refpe& the puniſh- 
\ment of faults being either death or ex- 
lufion from the publick Worſhip, the 


T- of 'them, was taking 7 
Mn father of theſe, which 
- Was the guilt of them in. that confidera» 


i; But doth not this take away the typical 


\nature- of - theſe ſacrifices? No, | but it 
much rather eſtabliſheth it. For as Soc#- 


\mxrjargues, **-If the expiation was only ris. de - 
feypa there. muſt be ſomerhing | pan 
# the type-correſpondent to that which 6s. zbe- 
15 typiticd by it. As the Brazen Ser- {g-c4p2% 


N 2 * pent . 
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&© pent typified-Chriſt, and the benefit 
* which was to come by him, becauſe 

&« as many as looked up to it were heal 

« ed. And Noah's Ark'is' faid to' be a 

* type of Baptiſm, becauſe as' many as 
« entred into that were ſaved from the 
« deluge. So Corinth. xo. the ' Apoſtle 
5 faith;. that thoſe things pony ty 

* them in-types, v. 11. becauſe the-e 

* vents. which happened'to them, - 

* repreſent thoſe which would fall upon 
« diſobedient Chriſtians. - So that" to 
make good the true notion of a' 7ype, 
we muſt aſſert an expzation that 
real then, and agreeable to that diſpen- 
ſation, which doth repreſent an expia- 
- tion of a far higher nature, which was 
'to be by the Sacrifice of the Blood'of 

Chriſt. | 2 
 Afubſti-'” II, Which being premiſed,” Icomezo 
tution , prove, 'that there was a ſubſtitution te- 
Les; figned of the Beaſt to be flain/ and facri- 
17.17, &. ficedin ſtead of the offenders themſelves. 
Which will appear from Levzr. 17. 11, 
For the life of the fleſh is in the blood, 
and 1 have given it you upon the Altar;to 
make an Atonement for your Souls ; for-it 

A is the blood that maketh: an Atonement 
cdl. 16, for the Soul. The utmoſt that Crel/ius 
"e.g. would have meant by this place is, _ 
| there 
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there is a double reaſon aſſigned of the prohi- 
bition of eating blood, viz. that the life was 
inthe blood,and that the blood was deſigned 
for expiation; but he makes theſe wholly ins 
dependent upon each other. But we fay, 
that the proper reaſon aſſigned againſt the 
eating of the &/ood, is that which is elſe- 
where given, when this precept is menti- 
oned, viz. that the blood was the life,as we 
may ſee Gey. 9.4. Lev. 17.14. but to con- 
firm the reaſon given, that the blood was 
the life ; he adds, that God had given them 


that upon the Altar for an atonement for 


their Souls : Sothe Arabick Verſion ren- 
ders it, aud therefore have 7 grven it you ' 
won the Altar, viz. becauſe the blood is 


the life. And hereby a ſufficient reaſon 
given, why God did make choice of 


the blood for atonement, for that is ex- 
refed in the latter clauſe, for 7t 25 the 
bed that maketh an atonement for the 


* 


Soul ; why ſhould this be. mentioned 
here, if no more were intended but to 

we barely another reaſon why they 
Fouls not cat the blood? what force is 
there more in this clauſe to .that - end, 
than in the foregoing? for therein God 
had ſaid, that he had gives it them for an 
atonement. If no-more had been intend- 


ed, but the bare prohibition of common 


N 3 ule 
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uſe of the blood, on the account of its 
being conſecrated ro facred uſe, it had 
been enough to have aid, that the blood 
was holy unto the Lord, 'as'it is inthe 
other inſtances mentioned by Crelliu, 

Exod. 3o. Of the holy Ointment and Perfume, for 
32- 33- no Other reaſon is there given, why 
| it ſhould not be profaned to common 
37- 38. uſe, but that it ſhould be boly for the 
Lord; if therefore the blood had been 
forbidden upon that account, therehad 
been no neceſſity at all of adding, 'that 
the blood was it that 'made atonement" for 
tbe ſoul: which gives no peculiar" rea- 
ſon why they ſhould not cat the blood, - 

beyond that of bare conſeeration © of it 
to afacred uſe; but if we conſider it as 
_ reſpeAing the firſt clauſe, viz. For the 
life of the fleſh is in the Blood, then there 
is a particular reaſon why the blood 
ſhould befor atonement, viz. becauſe'the 
life was in that; 'and therefore when the 
, . blood was offered, the life of the Beaſt 
was ſuppoſed to be given inſtead of "the 
life of the offender. According'to that 

of Ovid, 

Ovid. Fo. Flanc animans vobis pro melzore damus, 
1.6. This will be yet made clearer by ano- 
ther inſtance produced by Creſins toex+ 
Plain this, which is rþe forbidding the 
| eating 
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rating of fat; which faith he, 3s joyned 
with this of Blood, Levit. 3.17. It ſhall 
be a perpetual Statute for your Generations, 
throughout all your dwellings, that ye eat 
neither fat nor blood. To the ſame pur- 


poſe, Levit. 7. 23,25,26. Now no o- , 


ther reaſon is given of the prohibition 


183 


of the fat, but this, 4/7 rhe fat is the Lev. 3-16. 


Lords. Which was enough to keep 
them from eating it. But we ſee here 
in the caſe of 4/ood ſomewhat farther is 
aligned, viz, that it was the life ; and 


therefore was moſt proper for expiatzon, 


the life of the beaſt being ſubſtituted in 
the place of the offenders, Which was 
therefore called animalis hoſtia among, 
the Romans , as Grotius obſerves upon 


this place, and was diſtinguiſhed from © - 


thoſe whoſe entrails were obſerved ;. for 


in thoſe Sacrifices: as Servius faith, ſola Serviu od 
Enid. 4. 


anima Deo ſacratur, the main of the Sa- 
crifice lay in ſhedding of the blood, 


which was' called the Soul; and o it is 


WE in this place. From whence it a 


\pears that ſuch a ſacrifice was properly 


\ Ju4 v1! uyis, for the ſame word wp) 
1s uſed, both relatiog .to.the 5/ood and 
_ the ſoul, that is expiated by it : and the 
LXX do WY render it, uy nz» 
' 01s qae.greds ijace Gu be 


wlis 1, and in the laſt 
N 4 _ clauſe, 
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clauſe, 73 > dijpece euriw avi; lui itn 
Euſch. de> Atovlay. From whence Euſebius calls 
_ "$6 theſe Sacrifices of living Creatures, ev). 
f 16. Vuze Beatriwilugis, and afterwards faith 
they were Aurex > ixvlav Cui; x, arrp 
Crell. c. 8, \Juer 7 linciag quores, And Crellius elſes 
age. where grants, that where ay!} i joyned 
wex ev11- with xJuy?, it doth imply, that one doth 
Vows w undergo the puniſhment which another was 
a *;. to have widergone, which is all we mean 
zero ani= by (ubſtitution, 1t being done in the place 
Mr. of another. From whence it follows, 
weer,& fie that the Sacrifices under the Law being 
— ; aid to bearn\lvy36, doth neceſſarily in- 
ſubemdem fer a ſubſtitution of them in the place 
par ofoeh of the offenders. And from hence may 
gon wg be underſtood , what is meant by the 
| 1 Goat of the Sin offering, bearing the ini- 
quity of the Congregation, to make atone- 
ment for them before the Lord, Levit. 10. 
17. for Crellius his ſaying, That bearing 
is a5 much as taking away, or declaring 
that they are taken away, hath been al- 
ready diſproved : And his other anſwer 
hath as little weight in it; viz. That it is 
nor faid, that the ſacrifice did bear their 
zniquities, But the Prieſt: For, 1, The 
Chaldee Paraphraſt, and the Syriack Yer- 
$4cin. od: 10% underſtand it wholly of the ſacr+- 
ſerver. ls. fice. 2, Socinus himſelf grants, Zhat if 
: ” 
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it were ſaid, the Prieſt did expiate by 
the ſacrifices, it were all one as if it were 
ſaid, that the ſacrifices themſelves did ex- 
piate; becauſe the expiation of the Prieſt 
was by the ſacrifice. Thus it is plain in 
- the caſe of uncertain murther, mention- 
ed Dewt. 21. from the firſt to the tenth : 
If a murther were committed in the Land, 
and the perſon not known who did it, a 
heifer was to have her head cut off by the 
Elders of the next City ; aud by this means 
they were to put away the guilt of the in- 
weent blood from among them : The rea- 
ſon'of which was, becauſe God had faid 


before, That blood defiled the Land, and Numb. 


the Land cannot be cleanſed of the Blood 33: 
that is ſbed therein, but by the blood of 

bim that ſhed it. From whence it ap- 
pears, that upon the ſhedding of blood, 
there was a guilt contrated upon the 
whole Land wherein it was ſhed, and in 
caſe the Murtherer was not found toex- 
piate that guilt by his own blood, then 
it was to be done by the cutting off the 
head of a heifer inſtead of him: In 
which caſe, the death of the heifer was 
todo as much towards the expiating the 
Land, as the death of the Murtherer if 
he had been found: And we do not con- 
tend, that this was defigned to I 
ing 
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the Murtherers guilt (which is the Ob 


Crell. c.10, jeRtion of Crellius againſt this inſtance) 


ſet. 9. 


Deut, 21. 
$. 


 facrifice was deſigned to expuate the guil 


but that a ſubſtitution here was appoin- 
ted by God himſelf, for the expiation of 
the people: For what Crelius adds, That 
the people did not deſerve puniſhment, and 
therefore needed no expiation; it is a flat 
contradition to the Text : For the prayer 
appointed in that caſe is, Be merciful, 0 
Lord,unto thy people Iſrael, whom thou haſt 
redeemed, and lay not innocent blood unto 
thy . people Iſraels Charge, and the blood 


ſhall be expiated : for the ſame word 83 


is uſed here, which is in the other places 
where Expzation is ſpoken of. So that 
here muſt be ſome guilt ſuppoſed, where 
there was to be an expiation, and this 
expiation was performed by the ſubſtits- 
tion of a ſacrifice in the place of the of- 
fender. Which may be enough at pre- 
ſent to ſhew, that a ſubſtitution was ad- 
mitted by the Law, of a facrifice in- 
ſtead of the offender, in order to the ex- 
piation of guilt ; but whether the offen- 
der himfelt was to be freed by that Sa- 
crifice ; depends ypon the terms on which 
the facrifice was offered ; for we ſay ill, 
that ſo much guilt was expiated, as 

facrifice was deſigned to expiate ; if the 
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. of the offender, his ſin was expiatedby 


it; if not his, in caſe no Sacrifice was 

allowed by the Law, as in that of mur- 

ther, 'then the guilt which lay upon the 

Land was expiated, although the 'offen- 

der himſelf were never diſcovered. 

- TV. Tnow come to'prove, thatincor- A ſubſti- 

reſpondency to ſuch a ſubſtitution of the 192 of 

facrifices for ſin under the Law, Chriſt our room 

was ſubſtituted in our room for the ex- -=_ by 
xtion'of our guilt ; 'and that fromhis g, 12> 
ing ſaid to dre for us, and his death be® 

ing called a price of Redemption for us. 


1, From Chriſt's being ſaid to die for 


us. 'By St. Peter, For Chriſt hath alſo, per.;.18. 

once ſuffered for fins, the juſt for the un- | 

juſt; by whom he is alſo ſaid, to ſuffer, ,"., 

\zÞ 11uav, for us, and for us in the fleſh ; 

By St. Pail, heis ſaid to dic ap mraran, , ©. 

for all, and &-mte dowCav,) for the ungodly, 4. © 

and to give himſelf dvIidu/lew Ore mrblav, Rom: 5.6. 

a ranſom for all, and, to taſt death ume Heb, ©. 9. 

Tr70s, for every man : By Caiaphas, ſpeak 

ing by inſpiration; he is faid to die ones Job-tt. 50. 

Ts azz, for the people. So Chriſthim- 

felf inſtituting his laſt Supper, ſaid, 7hzs Luke 2+. 

is my body which was given, and my blood "9 20. 

which was ſhed me uuav, for you; and 

before. he had faid, "That the Sow of man ye. yo. 

tame to give bis life AdTew avn man, 28. 
| | F 
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a ranſom for many. Weare now to con- 

ſider, what arrs our Adverfaries have 
made uſe of to pervert the meaning of 
theſe places, ſo as not to imply a ſubſtj 
tution of Chriſt in our room : 1. They 
ſay, That all theſe phraſes do imply no 


1Joh.3.16, ore than a fival cauſe ; viz, That Chriſt 


died for the good of mankind ; for the A+ 


Col. 1. 24. poſtle tells us, We are bound to lay down 


our lives for the Brethren, and St. Paul 
is ſaid to ſuffer for the Church. To which 
T anſwer ; 1. This doth not at all de- 
ſtroy that which we now plead for, viz. 
That theſe phraſes do imply a ſubſtitu- 
tion of Chriſt in our room : For when 
we are bid to lay down our lives for our 
brethren, aſubſtitution is implied there- 
in; and ſuppoſing that dying for ano» 
ther, doth ſignifie dying for ſome bene- 
fit to come to him, yet what doth this - 
hinder ſubſtitution, unleſs it be proved, 
that one cannot obtain any benefit for 
another, by being ſubſtituted in his room. 
Nay, it is obſervable, that although we 
produce ſo many places of S$tripture, im- 
plying ſuch a ſubſtitution, they do not 
Sir to produce one that is inconſiſtent 
with Chriſt's ſuffering in our ſtead; all 
that they ſay is, That Umg doth not at 
ways hgnifie ſo, which we never ſaid it dd, 
W 
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whoſay, that Chriſt ſyffered Une awmeare- 
nay, not inſtead of our ſins, but by rea- 
ſon of them ; but we aſſert, "that when 
one perſon is ſaid to die for others, as in 
the places mentioned, no other ſenſe can 
beſo proper and agreeable, as dying in 
the ſtead of the other. 2; Socinus him- 


*.implied in thoſe phraſes, when attri- 
& buted to Chriſt,above what they have 
« when attributed/ to any' other.” And 
« therefore, he ſaith, it cannot be pro- 
« perly faid, That one Brother dies for 
« another, or that Paul ſuffered for the 
& Coloffans, or for the Church, as Chriſt 
4 may truly and properly be faid to ſuffer 
« 2nd to die for us. And from h 

« /aith he, St. Paul ſaith, was Paul cruci- 
«fied for you ?- implying thereby, that 
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$06. ale ſer- 


1Cot.1.13. 


* there never was or could beany, who 


* truly and properly could befaid to die 
« for Men, but Chriſt alone: How unrea- 
ſonable thenis'it, from the uſe ofa parti- 
-cle as applied to others, to inferr, that it 
ought'to be ſounderſtood, when applied 
toChriſt 2 whena peculiarity is acknow- 
edged inthe death of Chriſt for us, more 


 *than ever was:-or could-be in one mans 


dying for ariother. 3. It is not the 
bare force of the' particle #aJe that. we 


infiſt 


ſelf grants, © That there is a peculiarity v4 42. 
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inſiſt upon ; but that a ſuh/#ztution could 

not be more properly expreſſed, than it 

is in Scripture, by this and other partis 

cles, for not only &Unz2 is uſed, but arm 

Secin. is, tO: Which Socinus faith, 4/tbough it 
may ſignif ſomething elſe befides in the 

ſtead of.another, yet in ſuch places, where 

tt is ſpoken of a ranſom or price, it figui- 
fies the payment of ſemething which was 
owing before, as Matt. 17..27. arntus 


x, os, and ſo he acknowledges, that where 


redemption is ſpoken of, there avn doth 
zmply a commutation, becauſe the price is 
iven, and the perſon received, which, he 
ith, holds in Chriſt only metaphorically: 
for the redemption according to him be- 
ing only metaphorical, the commutati- 
on muſt.be ſuppoſed tobe ſo too. 
In what RE pm IRC eee 3 
ealur- oor Anſwer of Crel/zus. upon this a 
of Chat mene. Wherrin _— _ wha 
in our he yi t enies, 8nd upo 
omineE what reaſons; x. Ze yields, and/ ſo he 
ws. faith doth Socinus, very freely, a commus 
12.3 tation; 'butit.is neceflarythat weſhould 
{:8. x throughly underſtand whar he means by 
it : to that. end hetells us, -Zhat they at- 


the perſon ſuffering, the kind of ſufferi 
being changed,not attually but ienmals 
ecauſe 
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becauſe we are not altually freed by Chriſt 
dying for us, but only Chriſt died for that 
end, that we might be freed. And this 
commutation, he ſaith, that Socinus doth 
wot deny to be implied in the particle ume, 
in the places where Chriſt is ſaid to die 
for us. Another commutation, which he 
acknowledges, is, that which is between a 
price, and the thing or perſon which is 
bought or redeemed by it; where the price 
# paid, and the thing or perſon is recei- 
ved upon it, And this kind of commuta- 
tion, he ſaith, is to be underſtood in the 
places where drn. is mentioned ; which price, 


 hefaith, by accident maybe a perſon; and 


becauſe the perſon is not preſently delive- 


red, he therefore ſaith, that the commu- 1b. ſe8. 6. 


tation is rather imperfett than metaphori- 
cal ; and although, he faith, an doth not 
of it ſelf imply a commutation, yet he 
grants, that the circumſtances of the"pla- 
ces do imply it. 2. He denies, that there 


is any m_ ſarrogation in Chriſt's dying 6. ſe#. w 


for us, which, he faith, is ſuch a commu- 
tation of perſons, that the ſubſtituted per- 
fon is in all reſpefts to be in the ſame place 
and ſtate wherein the other was ; and if 
it refers to ſufferings, then it is when one 
ſuffers the very ſame which the other was 


. to ſuffer, he being immediately delivered 


? 


Ih. ſe. 3. 
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by the others ſufferings. And againſt this 


kiad of ſurrogation, Cre/ins needednot 


to have produced any reaſons; for Gre | 


tius neveraſſerted it; aeither do wefay, 


that Chriſt ſuffered eternal death for us, 


or that we were immediately freed by 
his ſufferings. But that which Grotius 
aſſerts, that he meant by ſubſtitution was 
this, that unleſs Chriſt had died for us, we 
muft have died our ſelves, and becauſe 
Chriſt-hath died, we ſhall not die eternally. 
But if. this be all, ſaith Crelius, he meant 
by it, we grant the whole thing, and" 
complains if it as an injury for any to thin 
otherwiſe of them. 1 ſo, they cannot de 
ny but that there was a ſufficient capas 


city in the death of Chriſt to be made an 


expiatory Sacrifice for the ſins of the 
world. But notwithſtanding all theſe fair 
words, Crellius means no more than Ss 
cinus did ; and tho*' he would allow the 
words which Grotius uſed, yet not in the 
ſenſe he underſtood them in; for Crellias 
means no more by all this; but that #he 
death of Chriſt was an antecedent condt- 
tion to the expiation of fins in Feaven, 
Grotius underſtands by them, that Chri 

did expiate fins by becoming a Sacrifict 
for them in his death. However, from 
kence it appears, that our Adverſarics 
cal 
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| can have no. plea agaiaſt the death of 


Chriſt's being an , expiatory Sacrifice 


they proſeſs themſelves ſo willing 
to own ſuch a ſubſtitution. Burt if they 
fay, that there could be. no proper ſab/ti- 
tution, becauſe the death of Chriſt was a 
bare condition, and no. puniſhment, they 
then expreſs. their minds. more freely ; 
and it theſe places be allowed to prove 
a ſubſtitution, I hope the . former. dif 
courſe will-prove that it was by way of 
puniſhment. Neitheris itneceſlary, that 
the very ſame kind of Puniſhment beunder - 
in order. to  ſurrogation, but that it 
45 roqger > "_ Hes the 
id for w it was deſigned, 
For this kind of /ab/#itution being in or- 
der to. ..the - delivery. of a b 
it, whatever is ſufficient. for that 
doth make a: proper ſurrogation. For no 
moreis neceſſary tothe delivery of ano» 
ther perſon than the ſatisfying the cads 
of aq ws Government, _ if that 
may. be done by an equivalent ſuffering, 
dong not the fame fa all reſpedts, then 
it may. be a proper ſurrogation. If Da» 
vid had obtained his wiſh, that he had 
died for his Son 4b/o/om, it had not been 
neceſary. in order to ly Son's chaps 
| that 


 ſe.q n.z 


Of the Sufferings 
that he had hanged by the hair of his head, 
as his Son did; but his death, though in 
other circumſtances, had been ſufficient, 
And therefore when the Lawyers fay, 
ſubrogatum, ſapit naturam ejus in cujus 
Covarru.3. locum ſubrogatur : Covarruvias tellsus, it 
P. 1. P- 1. js to be underſtood, ſecundum primordia 


from whence it appears, that all circum» 
ſtances, are not neceſſary to be the 
fame in ſ«rrogation ; but that the na« 
ture of the puniſhment remain the 
ſarne.. Thus Chrif# dying for as, to deli 
ver us from death, and the curſe of the 
Law, he underwent an accurſed death 
for that end ; although not the very 
ſame which we were to have undergone, 
yet ſufficient to ſhew, that he under- 
weat the puniſhment of our iniquities th 
order to the delivering us from it. And 
if our Adverfaries will yield us this, we 
ſhall not much contend with them about 
the name of a. proper ſarrogation. 
Our Re- © VI. Butin' the matter of Redemption, 
demption or where ev») 1s uſed, Cre/lizs will by 
i Po , no means yield that there was 4 commu- 
ubſtiruti- tation of perſons between Chrift and us, 
—_ but all the commutation he will allow here 
i only a commutation between a thing, or a 
Crell.c. g. prince, and a perſon, Which he therefare 
ſes. 2. allerts, 


' lem naturam non ſecundum accidentalem; 
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aſſerts, that ſo there may be no neceſſi- 
ty of Chriſt's undergoing the puniſh- 
ment of ſin in order to redemption, be- 
cauſe the price that is to be paid, is not 
ſuppoſed to undergo the condition of the 
perſon delivered by it. Which will evi» 
dently appear'to have no forcear all, in 
caſe we can prove, that a proper re- 
demption may be obtained by the pu- 
niſhment of one in the room of another; 
for that puniſhment then comes to be 
the reg» or price of redemption; and 
he that pays this, muſt be ſuppoſed to 
undergo puniſhment for it. So that 
the commutation being between the pu- 
niſhment of one, and the other redeemed 
by ie, here is a proper commutation of 
perſons implied in the payment of the 
price. But hereby we may ſee that the 
t ſubrilty of our Adverſaries is de- 
ed on purpoſe to avoid the force of 


re of Scripture, which are ſo plain 


apairiſt them : For: when theſe places 
where -AuUrew and rn are joyned toge- 
ther, are ſoclear for a ſubſtitution, that 
they. cannotdeny it; then'they fay, by 
itis meant only a commutarion of a price 
fora perſon ; but when the word AUrecy 
is urged to prove a redemption purcha- 
{kd by Chriſt, by the payment of a price 
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for it, then they deny that AwTe gy doth 
ſgnifie a proper price; but isonly taken 
metaphorically ;-and yet if it be fota« 
ken, then there can be no force in what 
Crellius faith, for a bare metaphorical 
price may be a real puniſhment : Two 
things ſhall then prove againſt Crelljue. 
1, That the 2uTgo as applied to Chriſt, 
is to be taken in a proper ſenſe. 2. That 
although it be taken in a proper ſetiſe, 
yet it doth not imply a bare commutas 
tion of a price and a-perſen, bur a ſub 
ſtirution of one perſon in the room'of 
another. | 

_ VII. Both theſe will be cleared-from 
the right ſtating the notion of redeme 
Ption between our- Adverſarics'and-us, 
For they will not.by any means-have 


any. other proper notion of redemption 


but from captivity, and: that by-the pay- 
meut of a price..to him that did hotd in 
captivity, and therefore becauſe Chriſt did 
not pay the price 20. the Devil, there\tould 


be no: proper . ſenſe either of the redem- 


ption, or the price which was paid foritt. 
This is the main ſtrength of all-the- ar- 
S«cix. d& guments uled by Socznus and Credins, to 


A 1.2- enervate the force -of. thoſe places of 


Crell. c. 
fea. 11. 


of our redemps ion 
by Chriſt, and of the price which he op in 
order 
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order to it. But how weak theſe excep- 
tions are, will appear upon a true exa- 
mination of the proper . notion of Re- 
demption, which 1n its primary 1umpor- 
tance ſignifies. no more, than the obtain- 
ing of one thing by another as a valuable 
confideration for it. Thence redimere an- 
ciently among the Zatins ſignified bare- 
ly 70 purchaſe by a valuable price, for 
the thing which they had arightto by it-; 
and ſometimes to- purchaſe that which 
2 man hath ſold before, thence the pa- 
Hum redimendi in contracts : till in 
whatever ſenſe it was uſed by the Law- 
yers or others, the main regard was, to 
the conſideration upon which the:thing 


| was obtained, thence redimere delatorem 17, ; 
pecunia, h. e. eum 4 delatione deducere; 19. D. de 
ſo redimere litem ; and redemptor litis i** fi*- 


was one that upon certain conſideration 
took the whole charge of a ſuit upon 
himſelf : and thoſe who undertook the 
farming of cuſtoms at certain rates, were . 
called redemptores veitigalium, qui re- 
dempturis auxiſſent vefigalia, faith Lzvy., 


And all thoſe who undertook any pub- p. 189. 
lick work at a certain price, redempro- 73 # 23- 
res antiquitus dicebantur, faith Feſtus and 7d. vigi- 
Uipian. From hence it was applied to -*-4.39- 
the delivery of any perſon from any in- ,,; 


O 3 convenience 


Bud tus ad 
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convenience that he lay under, by ſome» 
thing which was ſuppoſed a valuable con- 
ſideration for it. And that it doth not 
only relate to captivity, but to any other 
great calamity, the freedom from which 
1s obtained by what another ſuffers; 
is apparent from theſe two remarkable 
Cic ep fam. expreſſions of Cicero to this purpoſe. 
L. 2.9216. Ouam quidem ego (faith he, ſpeaking of 
the ſharpneſs of the time) a rep. meis 
privatis & domeſticis incommodis liben- 
Orat. pro tifſime redemiſſem. And more expreſly 
S113. elſewhere, Ego vitam omnium civium, ſta- 
tum orbis terre, urbem hanc deuique, Oc. 
-guinque hominum amentium ac perditorum 
pena redemi. Where it is plain, that 
redemption is uſed for the delivery of 
fome by the puniſhment of others ; not 
from mere captivity, but from a great 
calamity which they might have tallen 
into, without ſuch 'a puniſhment of 
thoſe perſons. So vain is that aſſertion 
Sec. de fer- of Soctuus, Redimere, nihil aliud proprit 
vat4:2-4-I- fonificat, quam cum captivum e manibus 
ilius, qui eum detinet, pretio ili dato 
Noneceſ. liberare. 
firy ofpay= VIII. And yet ſuppoſing we thould 
ing the * orant thet redemption as uſed in facred_ 


him that Authors doth properly relate to captive 
207 m4 
Eptive. | 


ty, there is no neceſſity at all of that 
which 
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which our Adverſaries contend ſoearneſt- 
ly for, viz. That the price muſt be paid to 
him that detains captive. For we may very 
eaſily conceive a double ſort of captivity, 
from whence a redemptioa may be ob- 
tained ; the one by force, when a Cap- 
tive is detained purpoſely for advantage 
to be made by his redemption: and the 
other in a judicial manner, when the Law 
condemnsa perſon to captivity, and the 
thing deſigned by the Law is not a meer 
price, but ſatisfaction to be made to the 
Law, upon which a redemption may be 
obtained ; now in the former caſe it is 
neceſlary, that the price be paid to the 
perſon who detains, becauſe the reaſon 
of his detaining, was the expe<Ration of 
the price to be paid ; but 1n the latter, 
the detainer is meerly the inſtrument for 
execution of the Law, and the price of 


redemption is not to be paid to him; 


but to thoſe who are moſt concerned in 


the honour of the Law. But Cre/zws Ol «8. 
objects, that the price can never be ſaid? . It. 


to be paid to God, becauſe our redemption 
u attributed to God as the author of it, 
and becauſe we are ſaid to be redeemed 


+ for bis uſe and ſervice, now, ſaith he, the 


price can never be paid to him for whoſe 


ſervice the perſon u redeewed. But all 
O 4 this 


Of the Sufferings 
this depends upon the former miſtake, ag 
though we ſpake all this while of ſuch 8 
redemption, as that is of a Captive by 
force; in whom the detainer is no fur- 
ther concerned, than for the advantage 
to be made by him; and in that caſe the 
price muſt be paid to him who detains, 
becauſe it would otherwiſe be unſucceſs. 
ful for his deliverance : but in caſe of 
captivity by Law, as the effe& of diſo- 
bedience, the Magiſtrate who is concer- 


ned in the life of the perſon, and his fu- 
ture obedience may himſelf take care 


that ſatisfation may be given to the 


Law for his redemption, in order to his. 
future ſerviceableneſs. From hence we. 


ſee both that the auregy is proper in this 
caſe of our redemption, and that it is 
not a meer commutation of a price for a 
perſon, but a commutation of one perſons 


ſuffering for others, which ſuffering be- 


ing a puniſhment in order to ſatisfaction 
15a valuable conſideration, and therefore 
a price for the redemption of others by 
jt. Which price in this ſenſe doth imply 
a proper ſubſtitution ; which was the 
thing to be proved. Which was the firſt 
thing to be made good concerning the 


death of Chriſt being a ſacrifice far ſin, - 


viz. that there was a ſubſtitution of 
Chriſt 
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| Chriſt in our ſtead as of the ſacrifices of 
old under the Law ; and in this ſenſe the 
death of Chriſt was'a proper 2wregy or 
price of redemption for us. Nothing 
then can be more vain, than the way of 
our Adverſaries, to take away the force 
of all this, becauſe 27oAvrewng is ſome- 
times taken for a meer deliverance with- 
out any price, which we deny not ; but 
the 'main force of our argument is from 
the importance of 272wurewas, wherethe 
awregy is mentioned ; and then we ſay 
that 22Vurewn; when applied to ſins, 
ſignifies expiation, (as Heb. 9. 15. cis 
mor ewow 7) __Y 4Twwy,) but when 
applied to perſons, it ſignifies the deli- 
verance purchaſed by the aureg,, which 
is not to be conſidered as a bare price, or 
thing given, but as a thing undergone 
inorder to that deliverance: and is there- 
| forenot only called Argon, but =v1Awreoy 
too, which Cre/ias confeſſeth doth im- 
ply a commutation, and we have ſhewed, 
doth prove a ſubſtitution of Chriſt in 


our place, 


Of the Sufferings 


CHAP. V. 


I. The notion of a ſacrifice belongs to the 
death of ChriFt, becauſe of the Oblation 
made thereinto God. Crellius bis ſenſe 
of Chrift's Oblation propoſed. W. 4- 
gainft him it is proved, that the Prief- 
ly office of Chriſt had a primary reſpeit to 
God, and not tous. Expiatory Sacri- 
fices did dinert the wrath of God. 
II. Chriff not a bare Metaphorical 
High-Prieſft. \V. Crellius deſtroys the 
Prieſthood of Chrif# by con fending it 
with the exerciſe of his Regal Power. 
| V. No proper expiation of /in belongs 
to Chriſt in Heaven, if Crellius hi 
Dofrine be. true. VI. Ephel. 5. 2. 
proves the death of Chriſt an Expiate- 
ry Sacrifice, and an Oblation to God. 
The Phraſe of a ſweet-{melling 1a- 
vour, belongs to expiatory Sacrifices 3 
Crellius his groſs notion 'o it, VII. Hs 
miſtakes about the kinds of Sacrifices, 


Burnt-offerings were Expiatory Sacrife 
ces both we and under the Law. A 
new diſtribution of ſacrifices propoſed. 
VIII. What influence the mattation of 
the Sacrifice had on Expiation. 


High 


z. 
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High Prieſt only to ſlay the Sin-offer- 
ing on the day of Atonement ; from 
whence it is proved, that Chriſt's Prieſt» 
hood did not begin from his entrance in- 
to Heaven. The mattation in Expia- 
tory Sacrifices no bare preparation to a 


' Sacrifice, proved by the Fewiſh Laws, 


and the cuſtoms of other Nations. TX, 
Whether Chriſt's Oblation of himſelf 
once to God, were in Heaven, or on 
Earth > Of the proper notion of Obla- 


' 17ons under the Levitical Law, Se- 


veral things obſerved from thence to 
our purpoſe. X. All things neceſſary 


| 20a legal Oblation, concurr in the death 


of Chriſt. XI. His entrance into Hea- 
ven hath no correſpondency with it ; if 
the blood of Chriſt were no Sacrifice for 


fin. In Sin-offerings for the People, 
' the whole was conſumed; no eating of 


the Sacrifices allowed the Prieſts, but 
in thoſe for private Perſons. XII. 


- Chriſt's exerciſe of Power in Heaven, 
" in #0 ſenſe an Oblation to God, XIII. 


Crellius, his ſenſe repugnant to the cir- 


' cumſtances of the places in diſpute. 
| XIV. Objettions anſwered. 


THE 


Of the 
Oblation 


made by 
Chriſt un- 
to God, 


Of the Sufferings 


L HE ſecond thing to prove the 
death of Chriſt a Sacrifice for 
ſin, is the O/ation of it to God 

for that end. '© Grotius towards thecon« 

* cluſton of his Book, makes a twofold 


_ © oblation of Chriſt, parallel to that. of 


Cyell. c.10. 
Sei. 45. 


© the Sacrifices under the Law; the firſt 
* of MaQation, the ſecond -of Repre« 
* ſentation ; whereof the firſt was done 
* in the Temple, the ſecond in the Ho» 
<« ly of Holies; ſo the firſt of Chriſt was 
© on Earth, the ſecond in Heaven ; the 
* firſt is not a bare preparation to a $a- 
* crifice, but a Sacrifice: the latter not 
* ſo much a Sacrifice, as the commemo- 
* ration of one already. paſt. Where- 


© fore, ſince appearing and interceeding 


* are not properly ſacerdotal as, an 

* further than they depend on the efii- 
© cacy of a ſacrifice already offered, he 
* that takes away that Sacrifice, doth 
* not leave to Chriſt any proper 
* Prieſthood, againſt the plain authori- 
* ty of the Scripture, which aſſigns to 
< Chriſt the office of a Prieſt diſtint 
* from that.of a Prophet and a King, 
To which Cre/lias replies: That the ex+ 
piation 7 » doth properly belong to what 
Chriſt doth in Heaven; and may os 
plie 
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plied to the death of Chriſt only, as the 
condition by which he was to enjoy that 

r in Heaven, whereby he doth expiate 1.ſeR. 55. 
fins; but the' Prieſt was never ſaid to ex-. 
piate fins when he killed the beaſt, but 
when the blood was ſprinkled or carried 
into the Holy of Holies, to which the Ob- 
lation of Chriſt in Heaven does anſwer : 
bat maftation; ſaith he, was not proper to 16.ſe#. 47. 
the Prieſts,. but did belong to the Levites | 
alſo. And Chriſt was 'not truly a Prieſt, 1. ſes. 53. 
while he was on Earth, but only prepared 
by his ſufferings to be one in Heaven, 
where by the perpetual care he takes of his , (qc. 
People, and exercifing bis power for them, 5:8. 56. 
he is ſaid to offer up himſelf, and inter- 
cede' for them, and by that means he diſ- 
chargeth theOffice of a High Prieſt for them, 
For his Prieſtly Office, he faith, 7s never in 
Scripture mentioned as diftinit from: his 
Kingly, but-is comprebended under it ; and 
the great difference between them is, that 


one is of a'larger extenfion than the other 


is, the Kingly Office extending to puniſh- 
ing, and the . Prie/ſtly only. to expiation. 
This-is the ſubſtance of what Cre/ius 
more at large diſcourſeth upon this ſub- 
je. Wherein he aſſerts theſe things. 
That the Prieſtly Office of Chriſt doth 
not in reference to the expiation of ſings 
| reſpet 
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.reſpe& God but us; his Interceſſion and 
Oblation wherein he makes the ſacerdo« 


tal funQtion of Chriſt to conſiſt, being 
the exerciſe of his power for the goodof 


his People. 2. That Chriſt did offer 


up no Sacrifice of expiation to God upon 


Earth, becauſe the matation had no re 


ference to expiation, any other than as a 
preparation for it; and Chriſt not yet 
being conſtituted a High Prieft till after 
his ReſurreQion from the dead. As 
_ av two _ I ſhall dire& 
my following diſcourſe, by proving: 
*. That the Priefily Office of Chrift had 
a primary-reſpet to God, and not to 
us. 2, That Chriſt did: exerciſe 'this 
Prieſtly Office-in the Oblation of hims 
ſelf to God upon the Croſs. a 
That the II. x.Thatthe Prieſtly Office of Chriſt 


Prieſtly had a primary reſpe@ ro God, and not ts + 


Cu bad us ; which appears4rom the' firſt Inſtite- 


a primarY tion of a High Prieſt, mentioned by the 
gp "1 Apoſtle, Heb. 5.1. For every High Prieff 
notus. faken from among- men, us ordained for 


Crell. in men in things pertaining to God, that he. 


ng offer both gifts and ſacrifices for fins: 
tle faith Crellzus elſewhere, ut procaret 
& od var, ea que ad colendum ac propith 
andum numen pertinent; 1. e. That he 
may perform the things which appet- 

tain 
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tin to the worſbipping and propitiating 
61d : We defire no more, but that the 
propitiating God, may as immediately be 

id to relf him, as the worſhipping 
of God doth ; or let Crellius tell us, what 
ſenſe the propitiating God will bear ; if 
all that the Zigh-Prieſt had todo, did 
immediately reſpe&t the people : nay, 
he faith not long after, That it was the 
« chief Office of a High-Prieſt, to plead 
%/'the cauſe of ſinners with God, and-to 
*'takecare, that they may find him kind 
*-and propitious, and not angry or dif- 
* pleaſed. In what ſenſe God was faid 
to be moved by the Expiatory Sacrifices, 
is not here our buſineſs todiſcuſs; it is 


- ſufficient for our purpoſe, that they were 


mſtituted with a reſpet to God, ſo as 


\ to procure his favour, and divert his 


wrath. In which ſenſe, the Prieſt is ſo 
often in the Levztical Law ſaid, by the 
offering up of Sacrifices, to expiate the 


207 


fins of the people. But Crellius faith, crel. cre. 
* This ought not ſo to be underſtood, 5 3- 


* as though God by Expiatory Sacri- 
* fices, were diverted from his anger, 
* and inclined ro pardon ; which is a 
plain contradition, not only to the 
words of the Law, but to the inſtances 
that are recorded therein ; as when Aa- 

ro 


! 
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ror was bid in the time of the Plague:to 


Numb.16. make - an Atonement for the people, far 


46. 


Veil. 48. 


.2 Sam, 24: treat 
IS. © th, , 


Lev. 1. 4. burnt-offering was to make atonement. fot | 


4- J them, as well as the fin and treſpaſs-offi ere | 
$. {* | 


there i wrath goue out from the Lord: and | © 


be ſtood between the living and the, dead, 
and the plague was ſtayed. Was not Gods 


anger then diverted here, by the making ; | 


this ANETIEEs: The liks inſtance. we 
read-in David's time, that by the offering 
burnt-o erings " &c. 4 the Lord WAS | It 


rom-[(racl :: By which nothingean 


flered- them, - did immediately. 
the Atoning God : But yetCredius 
®* This:cannot be faid-of all, or « 


< moſt proper Expiatory Sacrifice; but | 
we {ce it ſaid of more than the meer && Þ 
crifices for fin, as appointed by the Laws | 
viz. of burnt-offerings, and peace-offerings, Þ 
* 


and incenſe, in rhe examples 


So that..theſe Levitical Sacrifices did-all. ; | 


for the Land, and the. Plague was ; 


be more plain, than. that the primary | 


reſpe&- the - atoning, God ; althoughua Þ 


ſome particular caſes, different Sacrifices }- 
were to be offered; for it is ſaid, the F 


ings. (excepting, thoſe ſacrifices. which Þ 
were inſtituted in acknowledgment.of 'Þ 
God's ] 
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of CHRIST. 
God's Sovereignty over them, and pre- 
ſence among them, as the daily Sacri- 


or 
fuch as were 'meerly octaſional, Ge.) 
Thus: it is ſaid; thar Aarin and his ſons 


| "were appointed to make an Atonement for 
' Ffrael:: So that as Grotius obſervesourof 


Philo, © The High+-Prieſt' was a Media- 


_ © tor between Godand man; by whom 
* men might propitiate God, and God 

This favours to men. But che- 
+ -means-whereby he did procure favours 
5. women, was by atoning- God: by the 


$acrifices, which he was. by his Office 


F to offer to him. We are now to conſi- 
4 der, how far this holds in reference ro 
+ Chriſt, for whoſe ſake the Apoſtle brings 
+ in theſe words; and ſurely wonld-not 
4} have mentioned this as the primary Of- 
| fice of a Hligh-Prieſt, in order to the pro- 
F ving Chriſt to be our Zigh-Prieft, after 
| # mote excellent manner than the 4a- 
+ Tonrcal was, unleſs he had agreed with 
TI him in the natme of 'his Office, and 
+ exceeded him in the manner 'of perfor- 
4 II. For the 4pof/e both proves, that (<©,;7 
' hewas atrue and proper, and not a bare barely me- 
* Metaphorical High-Prieſt, and that in Fpoorict 
+ fach a capacity, he very far exceeded £7 

2 p | 
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iChrobt: - 


49. 


Grot.inHeb. 


i. 1 


Prieſt. 


4&8 -24©O Of the/Sufferings 
| the Prieſts after the Order of  Aardy 
Þut:/how could that poſlibly: be, -if he 
{ailed-in the primary Office of a, High 
Prieft ; viz. Tuoffering up gifts and ſacri 
oe” to.Gode: fins Ottice as ING 
rrimerily.reſpedt men, when che 

= the Aaronical Prieſtdid os | 
creli.c.10. Foavoid this, Crebins makes theſe words 
{e#.3- tobeonly anallofien to the Legal Prieſt- 
| bood,” and ſome kind | of {imilitude -be- | - 
tween Chriſt and the Aaranical-Priefis; | - 

burit is fuch--a kind. of alluſiong/ that . | - 

4c Apoſile defigns: to prove -Chrilt 40 

be vo &igh-Prieft by.it; and which isot 

4he greateſtforce, he proves the 
4y-ob:Chriſt's having ſomewhac 10. offer 


/ 9 1 I 


Heb 8. 2. txom .hence :*- Far .every- Zligh-P rieft-is |. 
ordained to; offer gifts and "ſacrifices; | 
wLerefore it of neceſhty,that thuwan hate | 


ſomewhat alſo'to offer. Thi char which | 
he-looks.at as the: peculiar and. 
guuſhing charaderof a High-Prieft for | 
tercegogtor others, and hay wean | 
audi upon. them, mi might be done by | 
others belides the Higb-Prizft ; | butthis 
-was that, without which he could-nit * 
make goodhis.name, what order ſever F + 
bn hen i Chriſt then had no-proper * 
-dacrifice | to- offer. up.ta God, to: what | 
wg doth the tpi ſo induſtrioully | 


, 6 A 
- 


of CHRIST. 
- ſer” hiniſelf to prove; that he is our Zigh- 
Prieft * arknt hs he maſt needs fail in' the 
main thing, according to his own 
or cr eaſie dg __ 
to have anſw e Apoſtles A 
 '"{ Gecenreladng UE oe Howe 
| "if he' Had been fuch a Prief, and made 


— 
— 
= 


| 1 other Oblation than CreZixg allows 
joy When'the 4poſtle proves a__ 
| y,' that there” was no 
' ak ey ſhould ſtitf retain the 7: ral 
; Diana tion, IR HOOEY had a 
| High-Prieff tharithe 4are- 
| at vere ; TR Tak uſe of that charg- 
rof a High-Prieft, that he was we 
ahey out from among men, in things pe 
| þ "taining t to God to offer gifts and fares 
| Eel ©* Well, ay the Yews, we a 
| 5 charader, but how do'-yaur 
veconcering Chriſt, that he was 
7 N I \-u hag, offer xa Sacti- 
4 © fee for fin'to God tpon earth, as our 
1 - Hl Pref do? No, faith C W196 
4 #*s ſufferings were ovly a preparation far 
1 bis Prieſthood in Heaven : © Bur did he 
' © then offer up ſuch a Sacrifice t&Godiin | 


; Cy * Heaven? 2 Tes, faith" Creius, he made 
+. 4 0blation there. * But isthat Oblation 
=o © fuch a Sacrifice to'God for fin, as | 


* our- High-Priefts offer 2 Yes, faitl 
P 3 C relius, 
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Of the Sufferings 
Crelius, it may be called ſo by.-way 
lufon. * Well then, ay they, you 4 Koa 
_* that your Flee is only a High-Prieff 
% by way of aZfion, which was againſt 

* 'your-firſt, deſign to prove; viz. 
* hewas a true ZHigh-Prieft, and. 
* excellent than ours.. But ſuj Sh it 
= * be by way of alluſion, doth he make 

* any Oblation to God in pos fs or 5-2 
a faith Crelins, really aud trul 
wot ; for all his Office doth ws py us, offs 
the benefits we enjoy coming or igina 
the kindneſs of God, you may call i jo 
OElation to God if you pleaſe. * Bur how s 
" [It poſſible then, fay.the Fews, you can 

* ever convince: us, that. he 1s. any: 
« High-Prieſt, or Prieſt at. all, 
n: le. that he ſhould ever exceed the 
» os OR High- Prieſts in their. Offices, 

for we are aſſured, that they do. offex 
« Sacrifices for. fin, and that. God 1s/&. 
* toned , by. them; but if /your bþ 
« Prieſt make no atonement for lin, þ 
F falls far ſhort of ours, and there 

we , will. till hold to. our. Lews!s 
_— Prieſthood, and nor. . forſake that for 
«one. barely Metaphorical,. and having, 
a © Nothing really anſwering the name of 
* a High-Prieſt, Thus the force of all 


'he Apoſtles Arguments is plainly taken 
away, 


| 


— 
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1 little of the Prieſthood of Chriſt, as they 
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away, by what Cre/izus and hisBrethren 
affert concerning the Prieſthood of Chriſt. 
dah thinks ef make it good by Crel. ba. 
hat things that are Heer ro. / rÞ 3 
| wh may be Far more excellent than pry _ 
things that are proper, to which they 


" ave oppoſed ; ſo that Chriſt's Prieſthood 
far more excellent than the Aaroni- 


| - although his be only figaratrve, and 


 theother proper. But the queſtion isnor, 


| Whether Chriſt's Priefhood by any other 


adventitious conſiderations, as of greater 

Power and Authority than the 4aronical 

Prieſts had, may be ſaid to be far more 

acellent than theirs was; but, Whes- 

ther in'the notion of Priefthood, it doth 

exceed theirs? Which it" is impoſſible to 

. make good, unlefs *he-had ſome pro- 

_ per Oblation to make unto God, which 

init ſelf did far exceed all the Sacrifices 

| and Offerings under'the Law. + 
TV. But Thir rhat oblationof Chriſt in Oullieds 


| Heaven was, whicti had any correſpon- froys the 


| dency with the Sacrifices under the Law, of Cheiſ 
our Adverſaries can never aſſign ; nay, 

Tate chey go abour 1t,- they Teal of it 

in fucha manner, as makes it very evi- 

dent they .could heartily. have wiſhed 

the Epiſtle ro the Hebrews had'ſeid as 


FJ fay 
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Smalc. c. 
Smiglet. 
Crell. cop. 


0. p: $44: Chriſt, be 


Author to the Febrows is but a ſingle 
Teſtimony in this matter; andin track, 


they. do (a 


Of the Sufferings 
fay, nyc other TR of the New Teſta» 
ment dor Thence Smalcius and Creb 
lius init oi 


Ah mentioned by nene 
but the yu; ry to Vo Hebrews ; 
nd they, had ſurel ly been done, if 


been a pro 
lim dilink from bs Tings, Wikeh 
ſufficiently diſcovers what they of 
beat ; viz. That the: 'Teſtimony of 


as far asisconſiſtent with not 
doing it in expreſs words) . wholly take 
away the Pricfbeod of Chriſt : Forwhat 
is there which .chey ſay his Priefbrod 


imphes which he; might'nor have' had, : 


ſuppoſing he! had never” been called'sa 
Priefs X His Ae ing in Heaven, doth not 
imply that he "is v- Prief, unleſs it be 


impoſſible for- pny but Priefs: ever to. 
come there : His Power aud — 

over. the Church, doth not imply it; 
tige. power js. by themſelves ca 


be, -aRegal. power: his readineſs 1. aſs 


& op the Prieſtbood of 


rieſt, of ee rn . 


W— 


ry i 


that power, cannot; imply. it, which. is Þ 
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the) thing Smalcias inſiſts -on; for, his' | | 


beirig a Kong bf che Church, doth nece- 
farily jmply ti readineſs ro make uſe of 


Ms nd for. vhe .—_ of *his Church, 


4 


His 1 


_ 


of the. Earth. ace | 


| vict. 
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Crellis infilt on th Ti ſFallrho Kings 
2 ace Priels by that means 

;and, Chriſt could. not have. had- a 
nate, power a5. King, . 45 well as 
rielt.., . But bis death is more implied, 
faith Crehzus,. in the name of 'a_ Prieſt 


| His, receiving his power {row Gog, doth. 4 
ax imply date was a Frieſt, although * 


than of a Kiug ; true, if his death be con- 
| fidere 95 3 pr Ge but not otherwiſe ;- 


For.what 1s there of a. Prie/t in baredy- 
ing, do.not others ſo too? But this, re- 
preſents , greater tenderneſs and care in 
briſt, thaw the meer title of a King - 
What. kind.of Zing. do. they imagine 


| Chr iſt the mean while, if his. being lo, 


did not. give the greateſt encourag! ment 


to all bis ſubjects? nay, it is plain, the 


game. of a Xxg mult yield greater com- 


| fort to his people, becauſe: that implies 


his power to defend. them, which the 


| bare.name of a Prieft doth not. . Sothar 
there could be no reaſon, at all_giveg, 


why. the, name of a High-Prieft thould 
be at all given to Chriſt, if no mote; 


| were implicd 1n it, than the exerciſe of - 
| tis. power with reſpett. to us, without 
_ any, proper oblation to God: For here is 


no proper Sacerdotal ad at all attributed 
to. him; fo that upon -.their hypotheſes, 
| P 4 tlie 


216. Of the  Sufferings \ 


ſignificant title uſed by the Author to the! 
' Hebrews, without any foundation at'all- 
for it. By no means, faith Crellius, for hig" 
expiation of fin ts implyed by it,” which'jg” 
not implied tn.the name of King ; True,” 
if che expiation of ſin were done by him 
in the way of a Prieft by an oblation to" 


they call it 'Expiation, .they  mean' no" 
in the delivering his people. | But-what 


of ſins by the Levitical Prieſthood? that. 
Levit. 4 Was certainly: done by a Sacrifice offers 
26. v. 34+ edto God by the Prieft, who was there» 
" by ſaid to expiate the fins of the people ;/ 


another ſenſe, and yet ſtill called by the 
ſame name? | | 
No pro- YV, But this being the main thing} in-- 


to Chriſt 
in Hea- 


do&rine 


throw the: whole notion of the. PriefF-: 
hood of Chriſt: © For this we are to con-: 


da 


the name of Hiph-Prieft, is a meer'ins. 


God, which they deny ; bur though * 1 
more than the exerciſe of his divine power © 


parallel was thereto this in the expiation' 


bow comes it now to be taken quite in}. 


:onof ſin ited ON by them, I ſhall prove from; 
belongs their, own. Principles, that no expiation-/ 
of {in in their own ſeaſe can belong to. 
ven, i Chriſt in Heaven, by 'vertue of his Ob- 
Crellewbis Jation of himfelf there, and conſequent-" 


be crae. 1y __ that they. muſt unavoidably over! 
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ſider, what their notion of the expiati- 


of 'C HRIST. 


wof "fins is, which is fet down' briefly 
by'Ere/lins in the begirming' 'of his dif- 


courſe of  Sacrifices, 


"There 'i 1s 2 tTWO= erell.c. ro. 


 *fold power, ſaith he,” of the facrifice #8. 


« of Chriſt towards the expiation of- fin, 
* one taking away the guilt and the 
* | *nifhment of ſin, and that 'partly.-by 
of OO that God will do it; and giv=. 
"YN a right to it, partly by a al 
*de cliverancs from pram ; the 0-" 
*-ther is by begetting Faith in 6 Br {v 
© drawing us oft from the praQtice of fin: 
Now the firſt and laſt Crellius and Soci- 
#5 attribute to the death of Chriſt; as 
that was a confirmation of the Covenant 
God made for the remiflion of fin; and 
25 it was an argument to perſwade us to. 
believe the truth of his Dofrine ; 'and' 
the other, viz. the attual deliverance from 
puniſhment, is by themſelves attributed 
to-the ſecond coming of Chriſt ;' for then 
wk they fay, the juſt ſhall be actual- 
liversd from the puniſhmenr of ſin, 
viz. eternal death; and what expiation 
is there: now left to "the Oblation of 


'1 Chriſt (in ' Heaven ? 'Doth Chriſt in 


| Heaven declare the pardon of ſin any 
other way than it was declared by him 
upori'Earth? Whatefficacy hath bisOb- 
| | lation in Heaven upon perſwading 

We men 


24$- 


Crell. c.10. 


ſes. 3. 
P- 476. 


Heb.7. 25. withthe Father for us,do noteany relpec 
Rom. 8, 3. 
r Joh. 2.1 


Of the Sufferings 


men to 


remote fromthe nation of Chriſt's Prieſts. 


fias-according to t 
Heaven, or (which, is all. one; in. their 


ſence)--his continuance in Heaven to. his. 


ſecond coming... es, faith Crellins, bis 


continuance there, is a condition in order, © 


to the expiation by aftual deliverance, and. 
therefore it may be ſaid, that God is as 
it were moved by it to expiate fins. The. 


utmoſt chen, that is attributed to Chriſt's. | 


being in Heaven, in order to the expiar 


tian.of fins, is that he, muſt contique 


there, without doing any thing, in order. 
toit;. forif he does, it muſt either refpedk | 


God or us; but they deny (though cone, 1 


traty to the importance.,ot the words, 
and the deſign of the places where they 
are uſed) that the terms of Chri/'s ins 
terceding for us, or being an 


tro-God, but only to us; if he does any. 

; thiog with relpet to-US 1N expiation.of 

{in, it auuſt be either declaring, Peri 
ng, 


o. believe 2,.or is his ſecond coming, 
when heſhall fitas Judge, the main part, 
of his Prieſthped;, "for then the expiation... 
of ſins in our Adverſaries ſenſe is moſt. 
proper ? And. yet nothing can be more;. | 
hood, than that of axle eXpiation of . 


them can-have.no.res. 
ſpe at all to the Oblation of Chriſt. in; 


Advocate 
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| fies nothing as to: the expaation of ſin: 
| and-it is nnreaſonable to ſuppoſe that a 
- thing, which hath no'influence-at all up» 
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- exerciſe of Chriff's Prieſthood to-reſpeRt 


| fſelf-ro God upon'the Croſs. Which F Chriſt an 
« ſhall prove by-twa things, 71 Becauſe ExPi2tory 
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| Heaven. 1. Becauſe the death of Chriſt 
| isſaid 20:65 44 offering A 
| | God, 
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ding, or actual deliverance ;\'but--it'is 
none. of- theſe by. their own aſfertions; 
and therefore that which they call Chri#'s 


on it, ſhould be looked 0n as a condition. 
in-order to it, | From whence it appeirs, 
that while our Adverſaries do: make the 


us and not Gd, they deſtroy the very 
neture of it, and leave Chriſt- only an 


empty name*withour any thing anſwer- 
ingto it: But if Chriſt be truly a Z#5gh- 
Prieſt, as the Apoſtle alerts that he'is, 
from thence it follows that he mult have 
7 reſpe& to Ged in offering' wþ+ gifts and 
ſacrifices for fin; which was the thing 
to be proved. - #1 660 


VE m2 ThatiChriſt did exerciſe this tbe 5. 2. 
Prieſtly Office in the Oblation of- higy; foyer the 


the -death: of Chriſt is\faid in Scripture 5, 


to beat Offering, and a Sacrifice to'God. —— wha 
2; BecauſeChrilt isfaid ro offer up. bim- © 
ſelf antecedently to'his/entrance into + 


Eph. 5. 2. 


Crell. c.10. 
ſets. 47. 


Of the Sufferings 
God, Fn. is plain from the words of: 
Sf. Paul, as Chri alſo bath — and 
for us, an offering and a ſa« 
, for a ſweet-ſmelling ſavour. 
1es do not deny that the: 
death of Chriſtis here called on Oatimg, 
but they deny, */ That it is meant of an/ 
\Sacrifice; but of a Free-will 
«, ; and the reaſon Crellius gives: 
6 FT =D phraſe of —_ 
« ling-ſavour is generally and almoſt al-1 
: « waysuedof facrifices whichere notEx- 
- but if ever they be uſed of an 
A ExpiatorySacrificathey are not applied 
<« to that which was properly expiatory 
< i it; viz.;the offering up of the bl 
« for-no' ſmell,” ſaith he, went. up. from 
* thence, but tothe burning of rhe-far, 
«and the Kidneys, / which al re» 
« quired to perfect the expiation, | yet 
<« not being donerill-the High-Prieſt re- 
«< turned out of the Holy of aye) hath" 
6 nothing correſpondent to the expiato-: 
ec. Sacrifice of Chriſt, where all | 
before Chriſt the 
J « Priplt goes: forth--of his Nene. 
How: inconſiſtent theſe laſt words are: 
with what they-aſlert "concerning the 
expiation of fin by aQual deliverance at 
the great day, the es” bet 
already 


of CHRIST. 
already. diſcovered. .. For: what: can. 'be 
more Tbfurd, than to. lay, that al things 
which pertain to the expiation of fin are 
. perfeted before Chrift goes forth-from his 
| Canddnary, and yet to makethe moſtpro- 

per expzation of fin to, lie in that, act of 
_ Chriſt which is conſequent. OT OE 

forth of the Santaary, iz. w 
_. ceeds to, judge the quick and the 
But of thatalrcady. We. now come to:a 
.punRual and diredaoſwer, as to. which 

-mult-. be - enquired - into 


two: [4 
of the phroſe.of 


r..\What the importance 

a ſweet-ſmelling (ER: 2. What the 

Sacrifices. are to which that phraſe.is ap- 

| plied? 1. For.the.. importance: of. the 
—_—_ The firſt time we read ituſed in 
£ ure was the . occaſion. of 
Foy ive Sacrihiceakier theflopd, of which 


itis ſaid, that be offered burnt-offerings on Gen 8.20, 


the Altar, and the Lord ſmelled aſavour of *” 
| reſt, or a ſweet ſavour.. Which.we are 
not wont to imagine in a groſs 

real manner, as Crellius ſeems to u 

ſtand it, when he faith, the Blood cond 
not make ſuch a ſavour. as the fat and the 
Kigneys; for ſurcly, none ever thought 
the ſmell of fleſh burnt was a ſweet-ſmet- 
ling ſavour of it ſelf, . and we muſtileaſt 
of all imagine that of God, which Por- 


phyry 


\ 
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phyry ſaith, was the property 'on 

the- worſt bf Demons to 3 be ple ed "my 

as it were, 'Yo grow f at, JI 7 cal 

4; ov opens with the ſmell aw 

fone. 0 ki 's of blood; and fleſb, (by which 

[2 fe.4u of mony, it” withal appears, icy 
fans Prams in Sacrifices were ſupp 

ro griſe from the' blood as the-fle/b+) But | 

we are to underſtand that'phraſe-ita 

ſenſe” agreeable to 'rhe"divine ' cariite, 

which' we may eafily do;"'if we taker 

in the ſenſe the Syriack Verſion takes'it 

in, when''it calls t, 'Odorem placabilita- 

tis, or the favour reſt, asthe word'pre- 

perly ifies ; for nm is the' word 

formed the Verb 12 which is uſed 

for the reſting of the Ark, v. 4. of the 

ſame Clapter, and fo it imports a ref 

after ſome commotion, and in that{ſente 

15s very proper” to Atonement , or” tht 


whereby Say thiſtey bis anger t0'reft;- 


ſo 4bex Ezra upon'that place expoutnids 


the Savour of reſt, tobe ſuch a'one which 


makes Gol ceaſe” from his anger : "Thence 
in Hiphit nun ſignifies to appeaſe,” or ts 


NN ace; in"which ſenſe it "is uſed 


olom. i wil Io. 47. 5. "Minſter 
Des Hrs ſe Deus nunc quievit ab 
ira @ placatus fair, and ro the fame 
poſe Yatablus : which ſenſe is m 
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words, in which-God exprefſeth'hi 

' kindnelſs, andthe Lord jd bis heart, 
\Lwil not 
nom mans 


|. ed; nog rare 
terpret this'to'be a. 

ans mans Oye 
| «wad yer ach 


of Noah's prayer,” when: he offered: this 
Burnt-offering, and that God would re- 


fee in the firſt-place is, - to: Expigtory, facrifices. 
Which Cre/zus denies by a great miſtake 
| of the ſenſe of the phrake, and of the 


greeable to the do6gn of rhe fell ing 


curſe the ground any more 
Iebblak an words highly 
2 how: much God was propi- 
ccebye by the Serie wh which Noah offer- 
- doth Well it 5996. 4s. 
Copitn7 fe Fig. Jud. 1. 


atoned, "© * 
a > ge 
ſubſtance 


world; which be faith was 


tehve bis Sacrifice,» pundyuites bgylu) Gard 
rho yh Gjaofay ade, That he would wo 
wore receive ſuch diſp leaſure againſt the 
earth: So that -the Giri time-eyer- this 
n ae uſed, it /is ee. the 
proper. ſenſe of an ExpiatoryBacrifice. 
AAVIE- And: by that the ſecond: 
may be eaſilyrefolved ; viz. What kind rr 
of Sacrifices it doth. belong to, which we kindsef 


Crellins hits 


naturcof the Offerings, concerning which 
this-expreſiion is. moſt uſed ; viz. ' Z7olo- 
rats, as though thoſe were nor; Expia- 
0 Sacrifices: But if we can make-it 


appear, 


Of the Sufferings 
phyry ſaith, was the property only of 
the worfof Demons to be plea ar 
as it were, 'z0 grow fat, = G 7% chu 

bir. ds "wv 3, 02.0120 w91avnis, with the ſmell ayd 
eoſin: va \ s of blood; and fleſh, (by "which 

a[e#-42 reftimony, it withal appears, that the 
fans feams in Sacrifices were ſuppoſed 
to griſe from the blood as the fleſh+) Bur 
we are to underſtand that'phraſe in a 
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which' we may cafily do,"if wetake ir 
in the enſs the Syriack Vetfion takes it 
in, 'when''it calls it; 'Odorem placabilita- 
tis, or the favour of reſt, asthe word'pro- 
perly ſignifies ; for nm is the” word 
formed from the Verb 112 which is uſed 
for the reſting of the Ark, v. 4. of the 
ſame'Chapter, and ſo it imports'a ref 
after ſome commprion, and in that fente 
is very proper” to Amonement, or thit 


ſo Aber Ezra upon 'that place expounds 
the Savour of reft, to be ſuch a'one which 
makes God ceaſe from his anger : 'Thence 
in Hiphit vn ſignifies to appeaſe,” of to 
make "peace ; 'in"which' ſenſe it "is uſed 
by R: Solom. * Ta. 27. 5. Munſter 
telfs'u5 the ſenſe is, Deus nunc mea 
ira & placatus fuit, and to the ſame ptir- 
pofe Yatablus : which ſenſe is moſt a- 
orecablo 


ſenſe agreeable to 'the-divine* narute, / 
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of CHRIST. 


able to the deſign of the fallowiog 
m8 in which God exprefſeth'hisgreat 
' kindneſs, and:the Lord ſaid in bis heart, 
wil not again curſe the ground any-more 
ſake z Which are words highly 


expreſſing, how , much God was propi- 
tiated by the Sacrifice which Noa offer- 


erifice; that God would (4 
and: ſend no more ſuth a & pon the 
world; which be faith was theſubſtance 
of:Noah's -prayer,” when. he offered: this 
Burnt-offering, and that. God would re- 
reive bis Sacrifice, 4 punduyutte ioylu) Bt 
Th yi Guuoiar Ndferv, That he would no 
more recejve ſuch diſpleaſure againſt the 
earth: So that - the firſt time ever this 


bt atoned, 


which Cre4zus denies by a great miſtake 
of the ſenſe of the-phrafſe, and of the 
naturecof the Offerings, concerning which 
thisexpreſfion is.moſt uſed ; viz. | Z7olo- 
rauſts, as though thoſe were nor Expia- 
tory \Sacrifices: But if we can make it 
B11 7 appear, 


 Expeatory Sa- "* 


' v4 and therefore Joſephus doth well in- 5,736. 4x 
-terpret this'to'be a'p 


Jud. I. 


4 
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.cerning: Sacrifices; oppoſing Holecaufts 


Sacrifices were 
preciſe: time of 


into Propitiatory. and Enchariſticat; 


. Of the'S, wfferings 
appear, that the Zolveauſts were Expia. 
tory Sacrifices, then it will follow, that 
this phraſe doth moſt properly agree t6 


a Sacrifice deſigned for: Expiation. But 


Crellius here ſpeaks very confuſedly.cor- 


and Freew:ll-offerings toExpiatory Sacri- 
fices; whereas theFreewilhofferings mi 
be Expiatoryas wellas Exchariſtical ;that 
denomination not reſpecting the end'the 
ned for, but that the 
ering them was.not 
determined by the Law ; asin the ſtated 
and. ſolema Sacrifices.. For the general 
diſtribution 'of Sacrifices; .ſeems: proper 


Which diſtinction is thought by ſome«ts - 


Gen. 4.34- 


them; and I cannot fay what ſome: do, 


hold-from the firſt time we read-of $+ 
crifiees--in Scripture ; | becauſe the Sacrt 
fice of Cain was of the fruits of the grams 
and of Abel, of the Firſtlings of his flock. 
Although there  ſeerms-to be nothing 
meant by this difference of Sacrifices, 
but the diverſity of their imploy ments, 
either of them Sacrificing according to 


that the reaſon of God's rejecting Caiv's 
Sacrifice, was becauſe it was not 
for expiation. Bur the pra@tice of aſter 
ages, wherein we have a fuller account | 
of the grounds of the ſeveral Nr 

mkes 
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makes it appear, that the Expiatory Sa- 

crifices before the Law, were all Burnt- 
offerings ; and of all thoſe who were not 

under the particular obligation of that 

Law : As is plain in the Expiatory Sa- 
erifices of Fob for h's Sons, and for his Job 7: 5. 
fr.ends, which were Burnt offerings ; and © © 
among the Fews, all rhe Sacrifices thar 

were offered up before rhe :Levitzcal 

Law, were, 'as the Fews themſelves tell 

us; only- Burnt-offerings : And-after the 
ſetling | of [their Worſhip among them- 

ſelves,” they" did receive Burnt-offer ings Selden de 
for expiarion'from-ſtrangers, 'as Mr. Sel Jenner 
denat large proves from the Fewiſh Wri- zre. 1. 3. 
rers: It feems then very ſirange; that © © *%- 
fince Burnt-offerthgs before the Law were 
Expiatory, and under the Law-they con- 

tinued ſo for, ſtrangers, they ſhould be 

of another -nature for the Fews them- 

felves. But what reaſon is there for it. 

mthe Text? not the leaſt thar I can find, 

bur expreſly the contrary. + For -in the 
beginning of Leviticus, where the Law 

for Burnt-offerings is delivered; the words 

are, Avd he ſhall put bis hand upon the Levit. 1.4. 
head of the Burnt-offering, and it ſball be 


accepted for him, to make atonement for 


bim, which isas much as is ever ſaid of 


| any Expiatory -Sacrifices :-And 'in the 


Q Verſe 
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Lev. 7- 16. 
22.18... 
Lev. 6. 7. 


Crell. c.1o. 
p. 530. 
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Verſe before, where we render 1jy5 
of his own voluntary will; it is by the yul- 
gar Latin rendred, Ad placandum fibi Dos 
minum ; by the Syrzack Verſion, Ad plas 
cationem fjbi obtinendam a Domino ; and 
to the ſame purpoſe by the Chaldee Pas 
raphraſt ;- but no one Verſion conſiders» 
ble that ſo renders it, as to make Burt» 
offerings to be Free-will offerings here, 
which are ſpoken of diſtintly, and by 
themſelves afterwards: And the Chaldee 
Paraphraſt, Jonathan thus explains, This 
is the Law:'of the Burnt-offering ; 11. 
Quod wenit ad expiandum-pro cogttationt 
bus cordis ; but althoughthe Fews benat 
fully agreed what rheBurnt-offer ings were 
deſigned to :expiate, -yet.: they conſent 
that they were of an- Exputory nature. 
Which might make us the more wony 
der, that Cre/ius and others ſhould ex- 
clude them from it,. but theonly reaſon 
given by him is, becauſe they are diſtin 
guiſhed from Sacrifices for fin, as though 
no Sacrifices were of an Expiatory -na- 
ture but: they, and then the Treſpaſs 
offerings malt be excluded-too, for they 
arediltinguiſhed from S:»-offeringsaswell 
as the other. The-ignorance of the Fews 
in the reaſon of their own cuſtoms, . hath 
been an occaſion of - great miſtakes-a- 

mong 
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of CHRIST. 

mong Chriſtians, concerning the-nature 
of them ; when they judge/of them ac- 
cording to the blind or gncertain conje- 
Aures which they make . concerning 
them: So-that the Text: is. oft-times far 
dearer than' their Commentaries are. 
Setting aſide then the intricate and un- 
ſatisfactory niceties of the- Fewiſh Wri- 
ters, about the ſeveral reaſons. of the 
Burnt-offerings-' and Sin and." 7 reſpaſs- 
offerings, and the' differences they make 
between them, which are ſo various and 
incoherent , I ſhall +> SI conje- 
ure concerning the ditierent reaſons of 
them, viz. "That ſome Sacrzfices were 
aſlumed into the Jewiſh Religion, which 
had been long in uſe in the world before, 
#nd were common to them with'the Pa- 
*rarchs, and all-thoſe who in:that'age 
:bf the world did fear and ſerveGod, and 
fuch were the Burnt-offerings-tor expia- 
tion of 1ſm;' and the truits'of \the earth 


'by way of gratitude toGod-' '-Other Sa- 


Erifices were inſtituted among/themywith 
4 -particular reſpe&t to themſelves, as a 


'people ' governed ' by the Laws of God : 


'And theſe were of ſeveral ſorts; 1. Sym- 
*bolical, of God's preſence among them, 
ſuch was the daily Sacriffce, infticuted as 


2 from 


# teſtimony of God's - Exod. 29. 


2:27 
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from v.38; to the end; 2. Occaftonal, 
for {ome great: mercies vouchſated: to 
them, as the Paſſover and the Solemn Fe- 
ſtivals, &c. + 3; Expiatory, for the ſits 
committed-againſt their Law: And the(e 
were of three-ſorts;/1.: Such as were 
wholly conſumed to the honour of God, 
which were the Burnt-offerings. 2. Such, 
ot which ſome part was contumed upon 
the A/tar, and ſotne'part fell 'to the ſhare 
of the Prieſts; and theſe were either fins 
particularly enumerated by -God himſelf, 
under .the Z2wR, 'or elſe generally com- 
prehended-under the MRUN as being al 
lowed-to: be expiated,- becauſe commit- 
ted through : inadvertency- - 3- Such, 
whereof a-leſs part was; conſumed, as-in 
the Peace-offerings of the Congregation, 


mentioned Levir. 23.19. whereof the 
blood was ſprinkled, only the inward burmt, 


and the  fleſÞ not eaten by the perſons that 
offered them, as it was inthe Peace-offer- 
inzs:ofparticular perſons-{(of which as 
being private Sacrifices,” | have here no 
occalionto-ſpeak.) but only by the Prieſts 
in the Court ; and theſe had. ſomethi 
of -expiation in-them:-. For thence, ſait 


Patablus, the Peace-offering was called 


by the Greeks ws1ueov, z, &. Expiatoriuin, 
andthe LXX. commonly render it, vas 


owlnejs, 
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mines, and ſeveral of the Jews: think 
the reaſon of rhename was, That it made 
peace between God and him that offered it : 
But the grear reaſon I infiſt on, \is, Be- 
cauſe all the things which were uſed in 
an Expiatory Sacrifice, were1n this too ; 
the ſlaying of the. Beaſt, the ſpriokling 
of the blord,, and the conſumption of 
ſome part of it upon the” Altar as an 
Oblation to God, which are the three in- 
gredients of an Expzatory Sacrifite ; for 
the ſhedding of the blood, noted the bear- 
ing the puniſhment of our iniquity ; and, 
the ſprinkling of it on the Altar, and the 
conſuming of the part of the Sacrifice, or 
the whole there, that it was deſigned for 
the expiation of fin. From whence it 
follows, that the phraſe of a ſweet- 
ſmelling ſavour, being applied under the 
Law to Expiatory Sacrifices, is very pro« 
perly uſed by St. Paul, concerning 
Chrilt's giving up himſelf for us. ſorhat 


from this phraſe, nothing can be infer- 


red contrary to the Expiarory nature of 
the death of Chriſt, bur rather it is fully 
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agreeable to it. 
VII. But Cre/ius hath yer a farther What in- 


Argument, to prove that Chriſt's death _ <= if 


cannot be here meant as the Expiatory tion of th: 


, IT? . - (acrifice 
Sacrifice z viz. That the notion of a ſacri- ſacrifice | 


3 fice, piation. 


230 Of the Sufferings 
crell. c.xo, fice, doth confiſt+ in the oblation whereby 
?-533- the thing is conſecrated to the honour aid 
ſervice of God, to which the maflation is 
but a bare preparation, which he proves, 
Becauſe the ſlaying the ſacrifice might be- 
long to others beſides the Prieſts, Ezek.4.4. 
IC, 11. but the oblation only to the Prieſts. 
To thisI anſwer, x. The madtation may 
be conſidered - two ways, either with a 
reſpe&t to the bare in/trument of takil 
away the life,' or to the defign of the 
Oferer of that which wasto be lacrificed: 
As the madtation hath a reſpeA only to 
the inſtruments, ſo it is' no otherways 
to be conſidered than as a puniſhment ; 
but as it hath a reſpet to him that de- 
ſigns it for a Sacrifice, ſo the ſhedding 
of the blood, hath an immediate influ- 
ence on the expiation of ſin. And that 
by thisclear Argument, The blood is ſaid 
Levit. 17. #0 make an Atonement for the ſoul ; and the 
11 " reaſongivenis, becauſe the life of the fleſb 
zs is the Blood : So that which was tbe 
life, is the great thing which makes the 
Atonement ; and when the blood was ſhed, 
the life was then given; from whence it 
follows, that the great efficacy of the ſa- 
crifice for Atonement lay in the ſhedding 
of the blood for that end. Thence the 
' Apoſtle attributes remiſſion of fins oc 
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of CHRIST. 
the aipcarryvas, the ſhedding of the 


blood; and not to the bare Oblation of it Heb. 9.2: 


on the Altar, or the carrying it into the 
Holy of Holies, both which ſeem. to be 
nothing elſe but a more ſolemn repre- 
ſentation of that 4/ood before God, 
which was already ſhed for the expiation 
of ſins, which was therefore neceſſary to 
be performed, rhat . the concurrence of 
the. Prieſt might be ſeen with the facri- 
fice in order to expiation, For if no 
more - had been neceſlary. but the bare 
ſlaying of the Beaſts, which was the 


' meanelt part of the ſervice, the people 


would never have thought the inſtituti- 
on of the Prieſthood neceſlary, and leaſt 
of all that of the Z7igh- Prief, unleſs 
ſome ſolemn ation of his had been per- 
formed, ſuch” as the entring into the 
Holy of Holies, on the day of expiati- 
on, and carrying it, and ſprinkling the 
blood of the /in-offering in order to the 
expiation of the fins of the people. ' And 
it is obſervable, that although the Levs- 
tical Law be ſilent in the common Sacti- 
fices, who were to kill them whether 
the Prieſts or the Levites;. yet on that 
day whereon the Zigh-Prieſt was to ap- 


pear himſelf for the expiation- of fin, it 
15 expreſly ſaid, that he (bould:not only 


Q 4 kill 
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Levit. 16. kill the Bullock of the fin-offering, which: 
11,15. ts for himſelf, but the goat of the ſin-offer-' 
ing, which is for the people. And al- 
though the Talmudi/ts diſpute from their 
Traditions on both fices, whether any 

one elſe might on the day of expiation, 
ſlay the ſin-offerings beſides the High» 
Prieſt ; yet it is rio news {or them to 
diſpute againſt the Text, and the 7Talmud 

it (elf is clear, zhat the High: Prieſt did 

Codex 4-. 3, From whence it appears, there was 
<p. 4. ſomerhing peculiar on that day as tothe! 
PE = ſlaying ot the fin-offerings ; and if our 
© © Adverlaries opinion hold good, that the 
Sacrifices on the day of expiation did, if 

not atone, yet chiefly repreſent the Sacrifice 

of Chriſt, no- greater argument can be 
brought sgainit themſelves than this is, 

for the office of the High-Prieft did not 

begin at his carrying the blood into the 

Holy of Holies, but the ſlaying the ſoeris 

fce did belong to him too: from whence 

it will unavoidably follow, that Chriſt 

did- not enter into his Office of High- 

Prieſt, when he entred into Heaven, but 

when the Sacrifice was to be ſlain which 

was deſigned. for the expiation of fins, 

. Iris thenro nopurpole at all, if-Cre/ius 

-cauld prove that ſometimes in ordinary - 

Sacrifices, {which he will-not fay, the 
| Sacrifice 
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Sacrifice of Chriſt was repreſented by) 
the Levites might kill the beaſts for Sa- 
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crifice ; for it-appears, that in theſe Sa. 


crifices, wherein themſelves contend that 
Chriſt's was repreſented, the office of the 


High-Prieſt did not begin with earring 


into the Sanftuary, but with the matta- 
tion '-of that Sacrifice whoſe blood was 
to- be carried in thirher. Therefore if 
| weſpeak of the bare inſtruments of ma- 
Aation in the death of Chriſt, thoſe were 
the Fews, and we make not them Prieſts 
mir, for they aimed atno' more thanta- 
king away his life- (as the Pope among 
the Romans, and thoſe whoſe bare Office 
it was to kill the beaſts for Sacrifice a- 
| mong the Fews did: ) but if we conſider 
it with areſpe&t to him that offered up 
his life to God, then we ſay, that Chriſt 
was the High-Priefſt in doing'it ; it be- 
ing deſigned for'the expiation of (in ; 
and by vertue of this 5/ood fed for that 
end, he enters into Heaven as the Holy 
of Holies, there ever living to make inter- 
ceſion For.:u5; ''Bur the vertueof the con- 
ſequent a&ts, depends upon the efficacy 
of the blood ſhed for expiation ; other» 
wife the Zgh- Prieſt might have entred 


with the ſame effet into the Holy of 


Holies with any other blood beſides thac 
| which 
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which was ſhed on purpoſe as a fm-offerr 
ing, for expiation of the fins of the peo- 
ple ; which it was unlawful for him todo, 
And from hence it is, that the Apoſtle 
to the Hebrews inſiſts ſo much on the 
compariſon between the 4lvod of Chriſt, 


Heb. t3, and the blood of the legal Sacrifices, -and | 
+ '*-+ the efficacy of the one far above the. 0- 


ther, in its power of expiation ; which 

he needed not to have done, if the ſhed- 

ding of his blood, had been only a pre 

paration for his entrance on his Prieff- 

hood in Heaven. So that the proper noy 

tion of a Sacrifice for fin, as it-notes the 

giving the life of one for the expiation 

of the ſins of another, doth properly lie 

in the mafation, though other ſacriticial 

as may be conſequent upon it. So-it 

was in the arimales hoſiiz among 

Mecreb.Sa- the Romans, in which, faich Macrobius, 

pen 3. Sola anima Deo ſacratur : of which he 

' tells us Yirgil properly ſpeaks. in thoſe 
words, 


Hanc tibi Eryx meliorem animam pro 
morte Daretis. 


And that we may the better underſtand 
what he means by the anima here, he 


faith elſewhere (as Macrobius and Serv 
UI 
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4 obſerve out of his excellent Skill and 
accuracy in the Pontifical rites) 


Sanguine placaſtis ventos & wirgine 
4 ceſa, | | 
Cum primum Tliacas Danai wveniſtis ad 

oras : 
Sanguine querendi reditus, awimagque 
 litandum | 
Argolica. 


Which ſhews, that the expiation was 
ſuppoſed to lie in the blood which they 
called the Soul, as the Scripture doth. 
And the Perftans, as Strabo tells us, look- 
ed upon the bare mattatios as the Sacri- 
fice, for they did not porricere as the 
Romans called it, they laid none of the 
parts of the Sacrifice upon the Altar to 
be conſumed there, * 4d \uyi zo T8 Strabod rg, 
keeks TEX 7 Ot aAAs 5 8&WA. ' For 
God regarded nothing but the Soul in the 
ſacrifice : which words Euſtathius like- Euf th. in 
wiſe uſeth upon Homer, of the Sacri- 7% 
fices of the Magi. And S?rabo affirms Strae. 1. 
of the ancient Luftani, that they cut off 
nothing of the Sacrifice, but conſumed 
the entrails whole ; but though ſuch 
Sacrifices which were for *divination 
were not thought expiatory, and there- 
F | fore 
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fore different.from the auimales hoſtig, 
yet among the Perfians, every Sacrifice 
had a reſpect to expiation of the whole 
people. For- Herodotus tells us, that 
every one that offers Sacrifice among 
gwod.1. 1. them,  2rtn 70jn Tligon amine! W 
veSay % Te Barna, prays for good to all 
Perfians and the King. But thus. much 
may ſerve to prove againſt Cre4ins, that 
the mafation in an Expiatory Sacrifice, 


was nota meer preparation to a Sacrifice, 


but that it was a proper Sacrificial a, 
and conſequently that Chriſt aRed as 
High-Prieſt, when he gave himſelf fos 
us, anoffering and a Sacrifice to God for 
a ſweet-ſmeling ſavour. | | 
Whether. IX, But this will further appear from 
Chriſ's thoſe places wherein Chriſt is ſaid 70 offer 
of himſelf #Þ himſelf once to God: the places to this 
om. purpoſe are, Heb. 7. 27. Who needeth 
"Heaven #0t daily as thoſe High-Prieſts to offer up 
or on Gacrifice, firſt for his own fins, and then 
Earth. for the Peoples, for this he did once, when 
he offered up himſelf. Heb. 9.14. How 
much more ſhall the blood of Chriſt, who 
through the eternal Spirit offered himſelf 
without ſpot to God, purge your Conſcience 
from dead works, to ſerve the living God, 
V.25,26,27, 28, Nor yet that he ſhould 
offer bimſelf often, as the High-Prieſt "” 
| tret 
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treth into the holy place every year with 
the blood of others; for then muſt he often 
have ſuffered fince the foundition of the 
World: but -now-once in the end of the 
World hath he appeared to pat away finby 
the Sacrifice of himſelf. And avit is ap- 
fointed to: men once to die, but-after this 
the Judgment : ſo Chriſt was ante offered 
to bear the fins of many, and: unto. them 
that look for him ſhall he appear the ſecond 
time without fin unto ſahvation, / Heb, 10. 
10,11, 12. By the which will we are ſam 
flified through the offering of the; Body of 
Jeſus Chriſt once for all." And. every 
High-Prieft, ftandeth daily miniſtring and 
offering oftentimes the ſame ſacrifices, which 
can never take away fins : but this man af- 
ter he had offered one ſacrifice. for fins for 
ever, ſate down on the right hand of God. 


' To: theſe places. Cre/ins gives this! an- Crell. cop. 
fer, * Thatthe name 'of- Oblation as '*/#5+ 


* applyed to\Chriſt, primarily ſignifies 
* Chriſt's firſtentrance into Heaven, and 
* appearance-before the face of God, 
* there, but conſequently-the- continu» 
* ance of that appearance ; ſothat when 
*,4 thing is once atually exhibited and 
* preſented, it is faid to be once offered, 
* although being offered, it always re- 
* mains in the ſame place, and ſo may 
cc e 
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* be ſaid to''be a continual Oblation; 
* But this firſt appearance, ſaith he, hath 
* a peculiar agreement with the 
* Oblation; and therefore the name of 
2 ; Oblarion doth moſt properly belo 
© to:that; becauſe Chriſt by this means 
* obtained! that power on- which the 
e& remiſſion of our ſins depends: 
© but-alchough the continuance of that 
* appearance,' ſeems only con 
D —_ to have the - name of Oblation 
< it hath-a nearer c0 ion with the 
< effectofthe Oblation,viz.the remiſſion 
© of ſins, or deliverance from puniſh- 
<«< ment, \and doth of itſelf confer -niore 
<,ro it than the other doth; And there- 
< fore ini regard of that, Chriſt is faid 
* moſt-perfectly to-exerciſe his Prisft- 
&« hood; and-to offer and: intercede for 
* Us, from the time he is ſaid to ſit down 
© at the right '/handof God. Again 
this anfwer', I ſhall 'prove theſe two 
things, x. "That iris jncoherent ,, and 


repugnant'to it ſelf,” + 2; 'That it by r no 


means agrees to the places. before mehti- 
oned. x. "Fhat itis4ficoherent and're- 
pugtant to it ſelf in'two'things. 't? ln 


making: 


in-correſpondency #6 the 'Oblations N 
the 


to it, yet inits own nature, 


that to be the proper Oblation 
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the Law, which hath no-immediate re- 
to the | expiation of ſins. 2. In 
making that/to/have the moſt-jmmedi- 
ate reſpeR to:theexpiationof ſins, which 
can in no tolerable ſenſe be called an 04- 


| lation, | For the firſt, finceCre/livs faith, 


that the proper notion of Ob/ation'is-to 


| be:taken from the 04/arzons im: the Levis 


tital Law, we.:muſt conſider what it 
was there, and whether Chreft «:dirſt-en- 


| trance into»>Heaven can: haveany:corre- 


ſpondency.'with.it. - An -0&/arton;;under 
the Law was ingeneral, anyithing. which 
was immediatelydedicated to Gad;'but in 
@:more.limited ſenſe it wes proper to 
what was dedicated to him by.way. of 
Sacrifice according: to the appointments 
of the Levitical Law. We are: not now 
enquiring what was properly:called an 
0blation in other: Sacritices,: but: in thoſe 
which then, were for expiation-of - ſin; 
And in the Oblation was, »firft-of the 
perſons for whom the Sacrifice was affer- 
ed; So in the Burnt-offerieg, the perſon 


who brought jt,; was 9; offer; 3f.12t:: the Lev. r. 3: 
door of the Tabernacle of the Congregation - 
&£,-as the. Fews expound it, -atthe en- 
trance of the Court of .the-Prigfts,: and _. 
there he- was 20. Jay his hands. upon. the 
whead-of it,' and. fſball be ee 


for him V. 4 - 
io 


240 


Of the Sufferings 
to make atonement for him. This Offer- 
ing was made before the Beaſt was ſlain; 
after \the killing the Beaſt, then -2he 
Prieſts were to' make an Offering of © tha 
blood; by ſprinkling it round about the 
Altar of Burnt-offerings ; the reſt of the 
blood, ſay the Jews, was-poured outby 
the Prieſts, arthe South-ſide of the Altar 
upon'the foundation, where rhe two holes 
were for the-paſlage'into/the Channel; 
which convey'd the blood into the yalle) 
of XFidrow';. thus the blood being 
the parts of the beaſt, were by the Prieſti 
to be laid upon the Altar, and there they 
were all to be conſumed by fire; . and then 
it was'called an Offering made by fire, of 
a ſweet ſawour unto the Lord. - 'Fhe'fame 
rites were'uſed in the Peace-offerings, and 
Treſpaſs-offerings, as to the laying / ow"of 
hands, ' and the ſprinkling the blood," and 
conſuming fome part by fire : and in the 
offerings, there was to bethe ſame impoti- 


tion ot hands: but concerning the ſpriuk 


ling of the blood, and the way of conſis 


- ' Mingthe remaindersof the Sacrifice,theit 


39. 


was this conſiderable diflerence ; thar'in 
the common +/f-offerings for particular | 
Lev. 4. 25, Perſons; - the Hlood was ſprinkled upon the 


horns of the Altar of Burut-offerings; but 


_ mathe fimofferings for the High: Prieft aitd 


the 
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the Congregation,” or all- the” People, he 
was' to carry the blood within the 'San- vc 
Huary; and to > fortakle of it ſeventimes be- 
fore the Veil of the Santtaary; and ſome of 
the-blood was to be pict upon the horns of 
the Altar of Tatenſe ; but the remainder 
of the blood, faves ſame things (which 
were- offered by fitein Peace-offerings) 
were to! be diſfpoſed-of accordingly; on 
the Alrar of Burwt-offer ings.” An withal, 
there was this great difference; that 'in 
atfer /in-offerings the Prieſts were'ro eat 


the remainder of the ſacrifice ii the Holy 
place; bur in theſe there was i to 
bo eatew by chem ;for the whole Bullock Lev. 6.6. 


ws" be carried forth without the Camp, 
_ _ he was t0'be- burned tHa4 were 
"For ir'was- an expres Law, 


whereof apy of” the Ley, 4.1 
nf AD pe Tag nog the 12. wy 


RC Gol ect withal in the 
Hoby-plave, ſhalt be Bites * it-fhall Be Burt Lev. 6.30, 
iehe fire. All thie' differen was 

onithe'great rune rea was this, 
tutthe Eigh: FIR 'bitbſelf was'to-ſlay- 
the Sho offer ing5{"nad 2nd 'then'ro carry ' the 
blood of themitethe "yo of Holtes, and Lev.16.14, 


| thetewas to ſprinkie the bl ood with his fins 15+ 


er towards the mercy-ſeat ſeven times ; af- 
eh viel) h,& theſe —— - away the ſeupe-gear, 
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the ceremonies werethe.ſame for the Atune- 
ment of the people which were at other ſoleny 
fin-offerings, for the Prieft or the people... 
X., From all which being rthys,\laid: 
tage ether, we ſhall aEmcirnmalatinge, 
which are yery material-to-our purpoſet, 
All things IJ | ma in the Oblations which, were. 
oy made. tor expiation- of (ins, the difference, 
ra legal betweea.the mactationand the oblatiag,. 
concur in did ariſe f from the difference between the: 
Gn Prieft and the Sacrifice. For the;Prigfs: 


Qllice, Was £0,toxe, but he was t0\ armye: 


by the Sacrifice ; 5. OW. accaunt alt 
cho lhe Prie/? wecpate that actin: 


fi fee rh iy” Fe the ablation d did:act; 
ie in he, bare preſenting. himſelf befare- 
God, byt.in the. prelenurg; the &load\gk. 

that. Yagrafice, which wgs,thed in.arder: 
to\ 


© Jed,th FE > Ml po _ 


I -oflexing.3 Conte a Sie 
 ingdor.tit& peoples.n Atoxts, 
Nato is ie 
tionp ders: IogincvE ee 
ing.the.Sacritice, ;ang, himſelf she,Rrief 
the matlation, asitrelates.t@.his ownad,: 
and hisob/atiox had been oneand theſame 
thing, ....Far. his death had been nothing 
es burzhe offering-up himſelf to: Go 
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in order to the expiation of the ſins of 


the people; and there can be no rea- 
ſon, why the oblation muſt 'be of nece{- 
firy ſomething conſequent to his death, 
ſince all things -neceſlary to 'a perfe&t 
oblation do concur in it. For where 
there is ſothething ſolemnly devoted to 
God, and in'order to the expiation of 
fins, and by 'the hand of a Prieſt, there 
are all things concurring, to alegal oblati- 
on ; but'in this caſe, all theſe things do 
coneur, and theretore there can be no 
imaginable neceffity of making the obla- 
tion of Chriſt, only' conſequent to his 
Aſcenſion, fince in his death all things 
coneur to 2 proper oblation. © In the 
Law, we" grant that the oblation made 
by the Prieff, was cconſequent to'the 
death of the beaſt for Sacrifice; but the 
reafon of that was, becauſe 'the- beaſt 
could not offer upit ſelf ro God, and God 


had made it neceflary, that the Prieſt 


ſhould expiate fins, not'by himſelf, but 
by thoſe Sacrifices, and therefore the 


-oblation of the blood was after the Sacri- 
fice was ſlain; neither could this have 


been ſolved barely by the Prieft's ſlaying 


of the Sacrifices ; for this being anac of 
violence towards the beaſts that were 


thus killed,” could rot be a proper obla- 


R 2 tion, 
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tion, which muſt ſuppoſe a conſent an- 
tecedent to it. All which ſhewed- the 


great imperfeQion of the Levitical Law, 


in which ſo many ſeveral things were tg 
concur, to make up a facrifer for fin; 
viz. The firſt offering made by the party 
concerned, of what was under his domj- 
nion, viz. . The beaſt to be ſacrificed at 


. the door of the Tabernacle of the Congre- 


gation, but the beaſt not being able to 
offer up it ſelf, if was neceſſary for the 
offering up its 4/ood, that it muſt be 
ſlain by others; and for the better un- 
derſtanding, not only of the efficacy of 
the 4/ood, but the concurrence of the 


. Prieſt for expiation, he was to take the 


blood, and ſprinkle ſome of it on the Altar, 
and pour out the relt at the foundation 
of it. Bur ſince - we aflert a far more 


noble and excellent Sacrifice, by the Son 


- of God freely offering up himſelf, to be 


made a Sacrifice for the {insof.the world, 
why may not this be as. proper an ob/a- 


_ tion made unto God, as any. was under 


the Law, and far more excellent, both in 
regard of the Prieſt and the Sacrifice: 
why ſhould his oblation of himſelf then 
be made only conſequent to his death 
and reſurretion? Which latter, being 
by our Adverſaries made not his on 
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a, but God's upon him, and his entrance 
into Heaven, being given him (as they aſ- 
ſert) as a reward of his ſufferings, in what 
tolerable ſenſe can that be called an ob- 
lation of himſelf, which was conferred 
upon him as a reward of his former ſuf- 
ferings? From whence it follows, that 
upon our Adverſaries own grounds, the 
death of Chrit may far more properly 
be called the ob/ation of himſelf, than his 
extrance into Heaven ; and that there is 
no neceſſity of making the oblation of 
Chriſt conſequent to his death, there 
being ſo great a difference between the 
Sacrifice of Chrift, and that of the Sacri- 
fices for fin under the Levitical Law. 

2. We obſerve, That the oblation as 
performed by the Prief, did not depend 
up2n his preſenting himſelf before God, 
but upon the preſenting the ood of a 
Sacrifice, which had: been already ſlain 
for the expiation of ſins. If rhe Prieſt 
had gone into the Holy of Holies, and 
there only preſented himſelf before the 
Mercy-ſeat, and that had been all requi- 
red in order to the expiation of fins, there 
had been ſome pretence for our Adver- 
faries making Chriſt's preſenting himſelf 
in Heaven, to be the oblation of himſelf 
to God ; but under the Law, the efficacy 


R 3 of 
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of the High Prie/t's entrance into the 
Holy of Holies, did depend 'upon the 
blood which he carried in thither, which 
was the blood of the Sin-offering, which 
wasalready ſlain for the expiation of fins; 
And in correſpondency to this, Chriſt's 
efficacy in his entrance into Heaven, asit 
reſpets our expiation, mult have a re- 
ſpe& to that Sacrifice which was offered 
upto God antecedent to it. And I wort 
der our Adverſar.es do ſo much infift on 
the High Prieſt's entring intot he moſt holy 
place once a year,.as though all the expi- 
ation had depended upon that; whereas 
all the promiſe of exp:iatzon, was not up- 
on his bare entrance into it, but upon the 
blood which he carried along with him, 
and ſprinkled there: In correſpondency to 
which, our Saviour is not barely faid to 
Heb. 9.12. enter into Heaven, and preſent himſelf to 
| God, butrhathedid this by his ownblood, 
baving obtained eternal Redemption for us. 
3. We obſerve, That there was ſome- 
thing correſ-ondent in the death of 
Chriſt, to ſomewhat conſequent ro the 
oblation under the Law, and therefore 
there can be no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that 
the oblation of Chriſt muſt be conſe- 
uent to his death: for thar deſtroys the 
correſpondency"between them. Now this 
appears 
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sppears in this particular, in the ſolemn 
Sacrifices for fin, after the ſprinkling of the 
Blood, which was carried into the Zoly 
place to reconcile withat, all theremainder 
of the Sacrifice was to be burnt without the 
Camp, and this held'on the day of Atone- 


247 


ment, as well as in other Six-offerings for Heb. 13. 


the Congregation. Now the Author to * 


the Hebrews tellsus, That in correſpon- 
dency to this, Feſus that he might ſan- 
fifie the people with his own blood, ſuffer- 
ed without the gate: What force'is there 
in this, unleſs the blood of Chriſt did an- 
ſwer to the Sin-offerings for the people, 
and his oblation was ſuppoſed to be 
made before; and therefore that he 
might have all are agreeable to thoſe 
Sin-offerings, the laſt part was to be com- 
pleated too; Viz. That he was to ſuffer with- 
out thegate;which aſter the peoples ſettle- 

ment in Feruſalem, anſwered to the bei 
burnt without the Camp inthe Wilderneſs 
4. We obſerve, That the Oblation in 
Expiatory Sacrifices under the Law, by 
- the: Prie(t, had always relation to- the 
conſumption of what was offered; Thus 
the offering of the 4/ood, in token of the 
deſtru&ion of the life of the beaſt; whoſe 
blood. was offered'; for no 4lood was to 
be offered of a /zving creature, nor of one 
R 4 killed 


2, 


nd I 
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killed upon any other, account, but. for 
that end to be a ſacrifice for fin, and aſter 
the /prinkling and pouring out of. the 
blood, the z#wards of. ſome, and all of 
the other, were to be conſamed by fire, 
And it is obſervable, that the greater the 
Sacrifice for fin was, always the more 
was conſumed of it; as appears plainly by 
the forementioned difference of the. Sins 
offerings for private perſons, and for the 
people ; of the former, the. Prie/ts were 
allowed to eat, but not at all of the lat- 
ter. And ſo it was obſerved among the 
Egyptians, in the moſt Tolemn Sacrifices 
for expiation, . nothing,. was allowed. to 
be eaten of that part which was deſigned 
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an account why the Egyprzans never cat 
the head of any living Crea- 


for that end. For Herogotw gives us | 
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ture ; which is, That whes 
they offer up a Sacrifice, they 
make a ſolemuexecration upos 
it, that if any evil were to 


fail upon the perſons who $a 


crificed, or upon all Egypt,it 
might be turned ines 20 


adds, that after this ſolemn 
execration,. They cut off the 
head, aid of old, threw it in- 
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to the River, but then gave it to ftran- 
gzrs. From: which cuſtom/we obſerve, 
that in a ſolemn Sacrifice for expiati- 
on, the guilt of the offenders, was by 
this rite of execration ſuppoſed to be 
transferred. upon the head of the Sa- 
crifice, asit waSin the Sacrifices among 


the Jews, by.the laying on of hands ; Xenp4.cy- 
and that nothing was to be eaten of what 74s - 
was ſuppoſed to have that guilt trans ,. >tur 
ferred upon it. From hence all Expia- $19. 7-6. 
tory Sacrifices wereat firſt whole Burnt- 


offerings, as appears by the Patriarchal 
Sacrifices, and the cuſtoms of other 
Nations, and among the Jews themſelves, 


- |. as we have already proved. in all folemn 


offerings for the people. And although 
inthe ſacrifices, of private perſons, ſome 
parts were allowed to be eaten by the 
Prieſts ; yet, thoſe which were deſigned 
for expiation- were conſumed. So that 
the greater the offering was to God, the 
more it implied the Conſumption of the 
thing which was ſo offered: How ftrange- 
ly improbable then is it, That the Ob- 
lation of Chriſt ſhould not (as under 
the Law) have reſpe& to his death and 
ſufferings; . but to his entrance into Hea- 
ven, wherein nothing is ſuppoſed to be 
conſumed, but all things given him 
with far greater power, as our hy er 

aries 
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faries ſuppoſe; than ever he had before. 


But we ſee the of ebb paralſels Chriſt's 
ſuffering with the burning of the Sacrifices, 

and his blood with the ow of ory 

and conſequently his offering” up hiny- 

felf, muſt relate not to' his entrance mev 
Heaven, but to that aiFof his whereby 

he ſuffered for ſins, and offered up > 

| Blood as # Sacrifice for the ' fins of the 
world. y 

Chriſt's MXT, From all which it appears; how 
entran<* far more agreeably to the Oblations un- 
ven could der the Law, Chriſt is faid'to offer up 
not be the himſelf for the expiation' of fins by his 


Oblation 


of timſe}s death and {6 aff ermys, than by his entrance 
mention- Zx70 Fleaven ; For it 1s apparent, | 
ed. the Oblations in expiatory Sacrifices un- 
der the Law, were ſuch upon which the 
expiation of ſin did chiefly depend ; but 
by our Adverfaries own confeſſion, 
Chriſt's oblation of himſelf by his en 
trance into Heaven, hath no immediate 
refpect at all to the expiation of ſin: on 
ly as the way whereby he was to enjoy that 
power by which he did expiate fins, as 
Crebus faith; now, letus conſider, what 
more propriety there is in:making thus 
nting of Chriſt in Heaven to haves 
correſpondency with the fr, 1 Oblanions, 
than the: GER wp himfelf upon' the 
Crofs. For;x, onthe 


very famereafon mo 
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his entrance into Heaven'is made an Ob- 
lation; his death is ſo-too; viz. Becauſe 
it was the way whereby he obtaened the 

r of expiation; and far more'prv- 
perly ſo than the other, fince they make 
Chriſt's entrance and power the reward 
of his ſufferings, bur they never' make 
his ſitting at the right hand of God, the 
reward of his entrance imto Heaven. 2: His 
offering up himſelf to God upon the 
Crofs, was his own a&, bur his entrance 
into Heaven was God's, as: themſelves 
acknowledge, and therefore could notin 
any propriety of ſpeech be catled Chrift's 
offering up himſelf. 3. If it were his own 
aR, it-could not have that reſpe@ to the 
expiation of fins, which his death had ; 
for our Adverfariesſay, that his death was 
by reaſon' of our fins, and that he ſuffer- 
ed to-purge us from fin ; but his entrance 
into Heaven was upon his own account, 
to enjoy that power and authority, 
which he was to have at the riglit hand 
of God. 4. How could Chriſt's entrance 
ito Feaven, be the way for his enjoying 
that power which was neceſfary for rhe 
expiation of ſin, when Chriſt before his 
entrance into Heaven, ſaith, that all pow- Mat. 28.18. 
er was given to him in Heaven and Earth : 
and the reaſon aſſigned in Scripture of 
thar power and authority which God? Phil.z.8.9. 

gave 
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gave him is, becauſe he humbled himſelf, 


and became obedient to death, even the 


death of the Croſs : So that the entrance 
of Chriſt into Heaven, could not be the 
means of obtaining that power which 
was conferred before ; but thedeath'of 
Chriſt is mentioned on that account in 
Scripture, 5. If the death of Chriſt were 
no expiatory Sacrifice, the entrance of 
Chriſt inta Heaven could be no Oblation 
proper to a High Prieſt ; for his entrance 
mnto the Holy of Holies, was on the ac» 
count of the blood of the fin-offering 


which he carried in with him. If there. 


were then no expiatory Sacrifice before, 


that was ſlain for the fins of men ; Chriſt. 


could not be ſaid to make any Oblation 
in Heaven, for the Oblation had reſpe&t 
to a Sacrifice already lain ; ſo that if 
men deny that Chriſt's death was a pro». 
per Sacrifice for ſin, he could make no- 
Oblation at all in Heaven, and Chriſt 
could not be faid to enter thither, as 


the High Prieſt entred into the Holy of. 


Holies with the blood of the Sacrifice; 

which is the thing which the Author to 
Chtif's the Hebrews aſſerts concerning Chrilt. 
—_—_— XII. 2. There is as great an inconſi- 


Heavenin ſtency in making theexerciſe of Chriſt's 


Ny Ole power in Heaven, an o#lation in any ſenſe, 


oatoGod. as in making Chriſt's entrance into Heas 
| ven, 
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ven,to be the Oblation which had corre- 
ſpondency with the 0b/ations of the Law. 
For what is there which hath the leaſt re- 
ſemblance with an 0Z/ation in it? Hathit 
any reſpe& zo God as all the legal Oblati- 
ons had? no, for his interceſſion and power, 
Crebius ſaith, reſpe us, and not God. Was 
there anySacrifice at all init forexpiation? 
how is it poſlible,that the mereexerciſe of 
power ſhould be called a Sacrifice > What 
analogy is there at all between them 2? 
And how could he: be then faid moſt per- 
feftly to exerciſe his Prieſthood whenthere 
was no conſideration at all ot any Sacr#- 
fee offered up to God ? ſo that upon theſe 
ſuppoſitions the Author to the Hebrews 
muſt argue upon ſtrange ſimilitudes, and 


fancy reſemblances to himſelf, which it 


wasimpoſlible for the Fews to underſtand 
him-in, who were to judge of the nature 
of: Prieſthood and Oblations ina way a- 

ble to the Inſtitutions among them- 
ſelves. But was it poſſible for them to 
underſtand ſuch Oblatzons and a Prieſt- 
hood which had no.reſpeR at all to God, 
but wholly to the: People; and tfuch a 
entrance into the Holy of Holies without 
the lood of an expiatory Sacrifice for the 
fins ofthe people 2 But ſuch abſurdities 
do men betray themſelves into, when 
they are forced to ſtrain expreſs places 
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-of Scriptureto ſerve an hypothefss, which 
they thinkthemſelves oblig'd tomaintain, 
XII. We now come toſhew that this 
Crellixs his interpretation of Cre/lzus doth not agtee 
ſenk rf with the circumſtances of the places'be- 
"> the cir. fore: mentioned; which will eaſily oppear 
Jeng by theſe brief conſiderations. 1. Thatthe 
ls HApeſte always ſpeaks of the offering'of 
Heb. 7.27. Chriſt as a thing paſt and once done, ſo'a 
9261010: vor :#0-be' doue- "again; Which had beeh 
very. improper, if 'by the Oblatiofisf 

Chriftz* he had meant the continual a 
pearance of »Chrift in *Heaven for us 
which yet is, and will-never ceaſe tobe 
till all his enemies-be made his footftool. 
2. That he ſtill ſpeaks-inalluſion-to the 
Sacrifices which were in uſe among te 
Heb.9.12, Jews, and 'therefore' the Oblation" of 
[3-12+5 Chriſt 'muſt' be-in fuch/a way as was't- 
greedble towhat was uſed/in the. Leviyi- 
cal Sacrifices, which we*have alreatyt 
large proved he could not'do in our A& 
verſaries ſenſe: 3. That the 4poſt/efpeaks 
of ſuch a Sacrifice for fins to which the 
fitting at the right band of God was coffe 
quent ; ſo that rhe Oblation antecedent 
ro ir muſt be properly chat Sacrificefor 
ſins which he offered ro God ; and-rhere- 
fore the exerciſe of his power for expiath 
on of fins, which they ſay is meant by ft 
EOS. 
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ting at-the right hand of God," cannot be Heb. 10. 
that Sacrifice for ſins: Neithers.can bis '2- 
entrance into Heaven be:it, which in what 
ſenſe it can be-called a Sacrifice for fins, 
fioce rhemielves acknowledge:it/had no 
mmediate' #clation:to} the; explation of 
them, -I cannot underſtand.” 4. The 4- 
peſtle ſpeaks of tuchan of Chriſt 
once, _ _ it. _ _ 
doth.imply, ; thas. Chriſt s ſufferings muſt 
have beam too; For then mug? 
hecoften hane ſuffered fence the \faundation Heb. .:6. 
of the World: 'but the repeated exerciſe 
of Chrift's ;pawer in; Heaven: doth imply 
Sancnllts hn at\all of :Ghiiſt's frequent! | 
WWfering, arvuors roaww/ ang into 
withour fufferrrig, 'theretore it muſt be. 


meant of-fuctvan effering up himſelf -” 
was aitfplyad lin hisz-death and daffering 
572He Sf the offering upoof hn Heb.10. 5, 


body which Gad gave-hinvwher be came '*: 
into.the World ';; but our Advesſaries de- 
ny,. that heccaoried / the ſame'Body into 
Heaven; and cherefore he muſtſpeak not 
of an offering of Chrift in Heaven, -but 
what was vfontbed hereon Earth. But 
here'our Adverfaries have ſhewn us a 
tryal 'of | their:skill, when-they tell us 
with much-confidence that the World 
| into 
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into which Chriſt is here ſaid to come; int 
Crell. cap. not to ber underſtood of. this World, but: 
1o-/e?.53. of that to come, 'which-is-nbt only com 


trary «to the. general acceptation of :thei | 


word when taken abſolutely 'asit is heve;} 
but-tothe whole ſcope and deſign of'thai 
> ow For he _— of that | Warddh 
whereinSacrificerand Burat-offerings we 
uſed, — > are Law Et 
ved, although' not ſufficient for, perfeþ 
Expiationz and fo rejeted:for that endyi 
and withal - he ſpeaks ' of that "Work 
wherein thechearful obedience of Chriſt 
to the will-of his Father. was ſeen, for 
Heb 10.7, he ſaith,: Lo / come to dothy will; O 
9. which is repeated afterwards'; but will, 
they ſay, that this World was notith 
place into; which Chriſt-came toobey/ 
the Wi4 of his Father'> andi how” cogld! 
it be ſo properly faid of theifuture/Workdy 
Lo 1 come. to'do; thy wilt; 'when tliey: 
make the:deſign. of | his -afcenſfion-to'bs) 
the receiving'the reward af his-doingand: 
ſuffering the will of Godupon Ill 
Objeti- XIV. But: yet they attempt to prove 
_ from the:ſame- Author to rhe (4 pawn 
Heb.7. 26. that Chriſt's eatrance/into Heaven, was 
8.4. 7. 16. necellary-to! his being 1 a:perſeft High 
Prieſt ; for he: was to be: made higher: 
than the Heavens ; and if he were _—_— 
e 
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he ſhould not be a Prieſt; but he was a 
Prieſt after the power of an endleſs life : 
Neither could be, fay they, be a perfett 

gh-Prieſt, till thoſe words were ſpoken 
to-him, Thou art my Son, this day have 1 
begotten thee ; which as appears by other 
places, was after the Reſurreion : But 
all the ſufferings he underwent in the world, 
were ouly to qualify him for this Office in 
Heaven; therefore 2t is ſaid, That is all 
things it behoved him to be made like un- 
to bis brethren, that he might be a mer- 
ciful and faithful High-Prieſt, &c. This 
sthe ſubſtance of what is produced by 
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S. F« 


2.37% 


Crellius and his Brethrex, to prove that __s 6.10. 
Chriſt did not become. a pertet High- « $3» 


Prieſt, till he entred into Heaven : But 
it were worth the knowing, what they 
mean by a perfeit High-Prieft; Is it 
that Chriſt did then begin the Office of 
2 High-Prieſt, and that he made no of- 
ſering at all before? No, that they dare 
not a(ſert at laſt, bur that there was no 
terfef Sacrifice offered for fin, otherwiſe 
Socinus contends, That Chriſt did offer 


upon earth, and that for hinsſelf too' : SO Soein. pre 
that, all kind of offering is not excluded © 


by themſelves, before Chriſt's er  <e 
into Heaven ; But it they mean by per- 
felt Figh-Prieſt in Heaven, that his OF 

9 ce 
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fice of High-Prieſt was not conſummated 
by what he did on earth, but that a very 
conſiderable part of the Prieſthood of 
Chriſt was ſtill remaining to be perform- 
ed in Heaven; itis no more than we do 
freely acknowledge, and this isall we fay 


1s meant by thoſeplaces: For the Apoſtles 


deſign is to prove, the excellency of the 
Prieſthood of Chrilt above the Aaronical; 
which he doth, not only from the ex- 
cellency of the Sacrifice which he offer- 
ed, above the blood of Bulls and Goats ; 
but from the excellency of the Prief, 
who did excel the Aaronical Prieſts ; both 
in regard of his calling from God, which 
is all the Apoſtledeſligns, Heb. 5. 5. not 
at all intending to determine the time 
when he was made, but by whom he was 
made #High-Prieft, even by him that had 
ſaid, Thou art my Son, &c. and in regard 
of the extellency of the Sanzary which 
he entred into, which was not an earth 
iy, but a heavenly Sanftuary ; and in re 
gard of the perpetuity of his funRion 
there, Not going in once a year, as the 
High-Priefts under the Law did, but 
there ever l:ving to make interceſſion for 
Ts ; Now this being the Apoſtles deſign, 
we may eaſily underſtand why he faith, 
That he was to be a heavenly High- Prich, 
a 
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of CHRIST. 
and if he had been on earth, he could not 
have been a Prieſt: The meaning of 
which is only this, that if Chriſt's Of- 
fic: had ended in what he did on earth, 
he would not have had ſuch an excel-. 


'lency as he was ſpeaking of; for then 
' he had ceaſed to be at all ſuch a High 


Prieſt, RO Holy of Holies to go 
into, which ſhould as much tranſcend 
the earthly SanQuary,as his Sacrifice did 
the blood of Bulls and Goats : Therefore 
in correſpondency to that Prieſthood, 
which he did fo farexcell in all the parts 
of it, he was not to end.his Prieſthood 


. merely with the blood which was ſhed for 


a Sacrifice, but he was to carry it into 
Heaven,and preſent it before God, and to 


| be a perpetual interceſſor in the behalf of 


his people : And fo was in regardof the 
perpetuity of his Office, a Prieſt after 
the Law of an endleſs Life : But leſt the 
people ſhould imagine, that ſogreat and 
excellent a High Prieſt, being lo far ex- 
alted above them, ſhould have no ſenſe 
or compaſſion upon the infirmities of his 
people, therefore to encourage them to 
adhere to him, he tells them, That he 
was made like to hs Brethren; and 
therefore they need not doubt, but by 
the ſenſe which he a of the infirmi- 
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ties of humane nature, he will have pj. 
ty on the weakneſſes of his people; 
which is all the 4Apoſt/e means by thoſe 
expreſſions. So that none of theſe pla- 
ces do deſtroy the Prieſthood of Chriſt on 
earth, but only aſſert the excellency, 
and the continuance of it i» Heaven: 
Which fatter, we are as far from deny. 
ing, as our Adverfaries are from grant- 
ye former. And thus much 'may 

flice for the ſecond thing, to- prove 
the death of Chriſt a proper facrifice for 
ſin; viz. The Oblation which Chriſt made 
of himſelf to God by it. 


CHAP, 


of CHRIST. 


CH AP. VI. 


I. That the effefts of proper Expiatory Sa- 


crifices belong - to the death of Chriſt, 
which either reſped the fin or the perſon. 
Of the true notion of expiation of fin, 
as attributed to Sacrifices. Of the im- 
portance of 2), as applied to them. 
Socinus his proper ſenſe of it examined. 
IT. Crellius hzs Ohjedtzons anſwered, 
INI. The Jews notion of BI, The Sa- 
crifices not bare conditions of pardoy, 
nor expiated merely as a flight part of 
obedience. 1V. God's expiating fin, de- 
ſtroys not expiation bySacrifice. V. The 
importance of $g9z8 cw and 2y122 ow, 
relating to Sacrifices. VI. Expiation 
attributed to the Sacrifice of Chriſt, in 
the ſame ſenſe that it was to other $a- 


crifices. VII. And from thence, and the 


places of Scripture which mention it, 
proved not to be merely declarative. 
1f it had been ſo, it had more properly 
belonged to his Reſurrettion than his 
death. I[.ZheDeath of Chriſt uot taken 
Metonymically for all the Conſequents 
of it.; becauſe of the peculiar effetts of 
the death of Chriſt in Scripture. IX.Aud 

S 3 becauſe 
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becauſe Expiation is attributed to him 
antecedently to his entrance into Hea- 
ven. X., No diſtinftion in Scripture of 
the effefts of Chriſt's entrance into Hea- 
ven from bis ſitting at the right hand 
of God. XI. The effefts of an Expia- 
tory Sacrifice, reſpetting the perſon, be- 
long*to the death of Chriſt, which are 
Atonement and Reconciliation. Of the 
fignification of Daous and Aeon, 
XII. The Reconciliation by pricey 5 
death, doth not merely reſpeft us, but 
God ; why the latter leſs uſed in the 
New Teſtament. A twofold Reconcilia- 
tion with God mentioned in Scripture. 
Crellius his evaſion anſwered. X11. The 
ObjeAions from God's being reconciled 
in the ſending hi Son. XIV. And the 
inconſiſtency of the Freeneſs of Grace 
with the Dottrine of Satisfattion anſwer- 
ed, and the whole concluded. 


Of the I. \HE laſt thing to prove the 
—_— death of Chriſt a proper Ex- 
piation, 2s piatory Sacrifice, is, That the 

. attribured effets of a proper Sacrifice for fin are 
Roc arrributed to it. Which do cither re- 
ſpe the fins committed, and are then 

called Expiation and Remiſfon, or|the ' 

perſons, who were guilty of them,as uy 

ang 
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ſtand obnoxious to the diſpleaſure of 
God, and fo the effe of them is 4:0ng- 
ment and Keconcilzation. Now theſe we 
ſhall prove do moſt properly and imme- 
diately refer to the death of Chriſt ; and 
are attributed to it, as the procuring 
cauſe of them ; and not as a bare cond1- 
tion of Chriſt'sentranceinto Heaven, or 
as comprehending in it the conſequents 
of it. I b:gin with the Expzarion and 
Remiſſion of fins; as to which Sociuus 
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doth acknowledge, That the great cor- Secin. de 


reſpondency doth lie between Chriſt's and wm on 
the Legal Sacrifices. We are therefore z. 3. 
to enquire : 1. What reſpe@ the Expia- hoy 


tion of ſins had to the Sacrifices under 
the Law. 2. In what ſenſe the Expia- 
tion of fins is attributed to the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt : For the due explication of 
the reſpet which Expiation of ſins had 
to the Legal Sacrifices, we are to con- 
ſider in what ſenſe Expzation is under- 
ſtood, and in what reſpect it is attribu- 
ted to them. For this we are to en- 
quire into the importance of the ſeveral 
phraſes it is ſet forta by, which are 485 
and xvn in the Old Teſtament, x4Sz- 
eiZew, aydCm, inaomdey inthe New ; 
all which are acknowledged by our Ad- 


verſfaries to have a peculiar reſpec to the 
Sy 4 Expiation 
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begin with the former, becauſe Crehiug 
objects this againſt Grotius, That he ing 
ployed his greateſt _—_ in the expli- 
cation 0 {4 Greek and Latin words for 
Expiation of fin, and was contented only 
to ſay, that the Hebrew words would bear 
the ſame ſignification: Whereas, faith he, 
he ought to have proved, that the Hebrew 
words do require that ſenſe which he takes 
them in. But by Crellius his leave, Gro» 
tius took the beſt courſe was to be taken 
in words, whoſe ſignification 1s'fſo obs 
ſcure as thoſe are in the Hebrew Lan» 
guage. For 185 being fo very rarely 
uſed in Scripture in that which Socinus 
and Crellius contend to be the proper and 
natural ſignification of it ; viz. To hide 
or cover, and ſo frequently in the ſenſe 
of Expiation, what better way could be 
taken for determining the ſenſe of it, as 
applied to Sacrifices, than by inſiſting ups 
on thoſe words which are uſed in the 
New Teſtament, to the very ſame pur- 
poſe that "5 is uſed in the Old 2 For 
they cannot pretend that which they ſay 
is the moſt proper ſenſe, can be applied 
to this ſubjeq, viz. -7o cover with. pitch, 
ora bituminous matter, which is called 
23, Gen.6.14. therefore it muſt of ne- 

y on ceſlity 
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ceſſity be taken in another ſenſe here. 
But Socinus contends, That it ought tobe 


taken in a ſenſe moſt agreeable to that, 
which is, faith he, that the Expiation of 
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fin be noth mg elſe , but the covering of if, Socin. de 
by God's grace and benignity. Thence, ſaith 


he, David ſaith, Bleſſed is the man whoſe 


iniquity #s covered. But how can this Pfl. 38 


prove, that the proper ſignification of 
"35 as applied to fin, is covered by God's 
Grace, when neither the word "E3 is here 
uſed, nor is there any reſpect at all men- 
tioned of an Expiation by Sacrifice, 
which is'the thing we are diſcourfing of ? 
And is the covering of fiu ſuch an eafie 
and intelligible phrafe, that this ſhould 


be made choice of to-explain the diffi- 


culty of "25 by ? -What is it that they 
would have us underſtand by the cover- 
ing fin 2 ſurely not'to:make it fironger 
and more laſting, as the Ark was cover- 
ed, with that bituminous matter for that 
end, and yet this-would come the near- 
eſt' to the proper ſenſe of 125. So that 
from their own interpretation: itappears, 
that 125 as applied to the expiation of 
fin by Sacrifices,cannotbe taken fo. much 
2s in allufiow- to that other ſenſe ; for 
their ſente of Expiation, . is either by the 


gſtruRtion of ſin, or deliverance of the 


ſinner 


23.6. Il. 


266 


Of the Sufferings 


ſinner from the puniſhment of it, but 
what reſemblance is there between the 
covering of a thing, in order to its pre- 
ſervation, and the making it not to be, 
or at leaſt deſtroying all the power of it ? 
But ſuppoſing we thould grant that it 
hath ſome alluſion to the ſenſe of cover- 
ing, why muſt it neceſſarily beſuppoſed 
to be done by the meer Grace of God, as 
excluding all antecedent cauſes which 
ſhould move to it> would not the pro- 
priety of the ſenſe remain as well, ſup- 


 poling a moving cauſe, as excluding it ? 


What ſhould hinder, but that God may 
be faid as well to cover fin upon a Sacti- 
fice as to forgive it, and this is very fre- 
quently uſed upon a Sacrifice, That the 


| Lib. 4.26. fin ſhall be forgiven ? But yet them- 


Ver. 31, 
35+ 


ſelves acknowledge, that the Sacrifices 
were conditions required in order to ex- 
piation; if then 435 hath an immediate 
reſpet to God's immediate favour and 
benignity, how comes it to be uſed where 
a condition is neceſſarily ſuppoſed in or- 
der to it 2 Had it not been more agreea- 
ble to this benignity of God to have 
pardon'd fin without requiring any fa- 
crifice for it, than ſo ſtrictly inſiſting up- 
on theoffering up Sacrifice in order to it, 
and then declaring that the fi» is expis- 


ted, 
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ied, and it ſhould be forgiven 2 from hence 
we ſee that there is no neceſſity why "25 
ſhould be uſe as applied to facrifices in 
2 ſenſe moſt agreeable to that of cover- 
ing with pitch, nor that it is not poſſi 
ble it ſhould have ſuch a ſenſe when ap- 
plied to ſins; and withal that it is very 
conſiſtent with an antecedent condition 
to it, and therefore can by no meaqas de- 
ſiroy ſatisfaRtion. 

II. Zes, faith Crellius, it doth, for ex- Crelliws his 
piation is explained in the Law by non im- _—_ 
putation, Deut.2 1.8. Be merciful, O Lord, ſwered. 
unto thy. people Iſrael whom thou haſt re- 
deemed, and lay not innocent blood unto 
thy people of Iſrael's charge ; and the blood 
ſhall be forgiven them. But not to im- 
pute, faith he, and to receive true and*”. A 


full ſatisfation overthrow each other : DR 9. 


ſo expiation being the ſame with that, 


will overthrow it too. To this I anſwer, 
1, [grant that "E is here uſed both as 
applied to God, and fo the fin, and that 
the ſenſe of it is uſed as 70 the peophe, when 
the prayer is that God would not lay it to 


their charge, which is the ſame with ex- 


piating of it. 2. We are to conſider, 
what the foundation of this Prayer was, 
Viz. the ſlaying of the Heifer for expiation 
of the uncertain murder ; and _ _ 
Elders 
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Elders had waſhed their hands over the 
head of the Heifer, then they were to 
proteſt their own innocency, and to. uſe 
this prayer, RN 1907 BI Expiate 
thy people 1ſrael, &c, i. e. accept of thi 
Sacrifice as an expiation for them, | an 


ſo charge not on them the innocent | 


blood, &c. and upon doing of this it is 
faid, 271 277 B21, and the blood fhal 
be expiated, i.e. as the Yulgar Latin 
explains it, the guilt of the blood ſhall be 
taken fromthem, But how then ſhould 
the expiating ſirrupon a Sacrifice ſlain in 
order thereto, deſtroy that ſatisfaQion 
which we aſſert by the blood of Chrilt 
being ſhed .in order tothe expiation-of 
ourfins 2 Nay, it much rather theweth 
the conſiſtency and agreeableneſs of thele 
one withanother. For we have befare 
proved, that the Sacrifice here did expl- 
ate the ſin by a ſubſtitution, and-bear- 
iog the guilt which could not have bean 
expiated without ir. But Cre//zus further 
urgeth, That God himſelf is bere ſaid 
expiate, aud therefore to expiate canni 
fienifie to atone or ſatisfie ; inwhich ſenl 
Chriſt may be ſaid to expiate too, not bj 
atoning or ſatisfying, but by not 
fans, or taking away.the puniſhment of then 
by his. power, To-\which we ncpil. P 

| OtNK 
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other anſwer than what Cre/zus himſelf 
elſewhere gives, v7z. That Socinus never Cm no 
denies but that "ED doth fignifie to appeaſe _— 
or atone ; which is moſt evidently proved veriwm 


AR, . placand; 
from the place mention'd byGrotzus,Gen. Fenificart: 


| 32. 20. NMDA VB MB Expiabo fa- mm habe- 


ciem ejus in munere, ſaith the interlineary 7* Crell.c. 
Verfion,placabo i/lum muneribus,the Vulg, * EI 
Lat. #ZA4omuay mo megowney aure, the 
LXX. and all the circumſtances of the 
place make it appear tobe meant in the 
Fever ſenſe of appeafing the anger of a 
perſon by ſomething which may move 
kim to ſhew favour. And if Crellius 


will yieldthis to be the ſenſe of expiati- 


in as applied to the facrifice of Chriſt, 
he need not quarrel with the word fats- 
fation, But why ſhould he rather at- 
tribute that ſenſe of expiation to Chriſt, 
which is alone given to God, wherein 
the expiation is attributed to him that 
receives the Sacrifice, rather than to 
him that offers the facrifice in order to 
the atoriement of another? ſince it is ac- 
knowledged/that Chriſt did offer a /a- 
crifice ; and therefore there can be no 
reaſon why that ſenſe ofexpiation ſhould 


,, not belong to him, which was moſt pe- 


culiar to that; which we ſhall now 
ſhew to be of the ſame kind with what 
is 
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notion of 


Buxtorf. - 

Lexic. Tal- 

mud, v. 
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is here mentioned, viz. an appeafe 

a gift offcred up to God. {8 an» 
the word uſed ro the ſame ſenſe, 2 Sam, 
2.1. 3. \PIRMAN) oy a1; tA uy, and 
wherewith ſhall I mate the atonement, i. e. 
wherewith ſhall I fatisfie you for all 
the wrong which Sau! hath done unto 
you? and we ſee afterwards it was by 
the death of Saul's ſons. In which place ' 
it cannot be denied but that 122 not on- 
ly ſignifies to appeaſe, but ſuch a kind 
of ſatisfation as is by the death of ſome 
for the faults of others ; and ſo comes 
home, nut only to the importance of 
the expiation belonging to a Sacrifice in 
general ; but ro ſuch a kind ofexpiation 
as is by the ſuffering of ſome in the 
place of others. Which though it be 
more clear and diſtin, where one man 
ſuffers for others, yet this was ſuffici- 
ently repreſented in the ſacrifices under 
the Law, in which we have already 
proved that there was a ſubſtitution of 
them in the place of the offenders. 

II. And in this ſenſe the Fews them- 
ſelves do underſtand BD, viz. ſuch an 
expiationas is made by the ſubſlitution 
of one in the place of another. Of which 
many inſtances are colleed by Buxtorf, 
wherein NE? is taken by the Rabbinical 

Writers 
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Writers for ſuch an expiation, whereby 
one was to undergo a puniſhment in the 
place of another. So when in the title 
Sanhedrin the people ſay to the High- 
Prieſt JIM7BI 128 17 mus nos expiatio tra, 
let us be for an expiation for you, the 
Gloſs explains it thus, hoc eſt, in nobis fiat 
expiatio tua, noſq; ſubeamus tuo loco quic- 
quid tibi evenire debet. And when they 
rell us how Children ought to honour 
their Parents after their death, they fay 
when they recite any memorable ſpeech 
of their Fathers, they are not barely to 
fay, My Father ſaid ſo: but my Lord and 
Father ſaid ſo, would I had been the ex- 
piation of his death: i. e. asthey explaia 
it themſelves; wou!d 7 had undergone what 
he did, and they give this general rule, 
where ever it is ſaid, behold I am for ex- 
pation, it is ro be underſtood, behold 7 
am in the place of another to bear his ini- 
quities. So that this ſignifies the ſame 
with Are or a price of redemption for 
others. Hence "8 is taken for a price 
of redemption of the life of another, and 
rendred -by AuTgo, Exod. 2 1. 30.— 30. 
12. Numb.35.31,32. where we render it 
ſatisfaction, aad by iZiAzomea, Plal. 48.7. 


and thereby we fully underſtand, w hat 


our Saviour meant when he ſaid, that he 
gave 
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Marth, zo. $aVe his Soul, AuTgar avmi mAANGY, 4 rats 
28, ſome for many, and to this day the Jews 
call the Cock which they kill for Expias 


tion on the day of Atonement, by. the 


name of Cappara; and when they beat 
the Cock againſt rheir heads thrice, they. 


every time uſe words to this purpoſe, Let 
this Cock be an exchange for me, let hin 


be in my room, and be made an Expiation. 


for me; let death come to him, but tome 
and all Iſrael life and happineſs. 1 infil 
on theſe things, only. to let us undes 


ſtand, that the Fews never underſtood. 
* $6cin. 2. 192 in the ſenſe our Adverſaries contend; 
<.11. Decet for, when applyed to an Expiatory Ste 
Secnus 9% crifice, but as implying a ww oy. | 


Aimarum 


oblationem alld 4 Subſtitution of one 1n the place 


bedienti> another, 10 as by the punithmeat of that, 


am quan- 


an, Dy the other in whoſe room he ſafters, may. 


preſtan- obtaindeliverance. Which is the 


dam,9*4"- ve plead for. But the utmoſt which * $0- 


quam le- 


wvem con- Cinus and Crellius will allow tothe Sacris 
| tinuſe, ficesin order to Expiation, is barely this, 

Saif] That the off er ing of them is to be confider- 
m_—_ ed-45-a meer condition (that hath no 6+ 
pm ner reſpec tothe expiation of ſins, than 


erratorum 


«c pzcca- the paring. a mans nails would have had, 
forum V- 'f God had required it) upon which ſlight 


nia conſe- 


queretur. obedience, the pardon of ſome light fins 


Grell.-10- n9g/ht be. obtained. But can any on: 


imagine, 
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imagine, that this was all that was de- 
ſigned by the Sacrifices of old, ; who 
conſiders the antiquity and univerſality 
of them in the world in thoſe elder times 
before the Law, the great ſeverity. by 
which they were requir'd under the Law, 
the punEtual preſcriptions that were 
made in all circumſtances for them, the 
vaſt and almoſt ineſtimable expence the 
people, were at about, them, but above 
all, the reaſon that God himſelf aſſigns 
in the Law, That the blood was given for 
expiation, becauſe it was the Tie and 
thecorreſpondency fo. clearly expreſſed 
in the New 'Teſtament, between the Sa- 
crifice'of Chriſt, and thoſe Levitical Sq 
crifices? Can. any one, I fay, imagine 
upon theſe'confiderations, that the Sacris 
fices had no other reſpedt to the expiation 
of ſin,” than as they were a ſlight teſti« 
mony of their obedience to God 2 Why 
were not an inward ſorrow for fin, and 
tears and prayers rather made the only 
conditions of Expiation than ſuch a 
burthenfome and chargeable ſervice ims 
poſed upon them, which ar laſt ſigniti- 
ed nothing, but that a command beirig 
ſuppoſed, they would have ſinned if they 
had broken it 2 But upon our ſuppoſition 


+ | a reaſonable account is given of all the 


- expiatory 
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expiatory Sacrifices ; viz. That God 
would : have them ſee, how highly he 
efteemed his Laws, becauſe an expiation- 
was not to be made for the breach of 
them, bur by the ſacrificing of the life 
of ſome Creature which he ſhould ap- 
point inſtead of the death of the Offen- 
der; and if the breach of thoſe Laws 
which he had given them muſt require 
ſuch an expiation, what might they then 
think would the ſins of the whole world 
do, which muſt be expiated:by 2 Sacri- 
fice infinitely greater than all thoſe put 
together were ; viz. The death and flfer 
irigs of the Son of God for the ſinsofinen? 
But if the offering Sacrifice had been « 
bare condition required of the perſon who 
committed the fault, in order to expiation; 
Why is. it never #aid, That the petfon 
who offered it, did expiate his own' fault 
thereby.? For that had been tle moſt 
proper ſenſe ; for if the expiation did de- 
pend on the offering the Sacrifice, as 0n 
the condition of it, then the performing 
the condition, gave him an immediate 
right tothe benefit of the promiſe, It it 
be faid, That his own aft was mot only ne- 
ceſſary in bringing the Sacrifice, bat the 
Prieſts alſo in offering up the blood: This 


- will not make it at all the more reaſona- 


ble; 
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ble ; becauſe the pardon © of ſin ſhould 
not only depend upon a man's own act, 
hut upon the a@ of another, which he 
oald not in reaſon”be' accountable for, 
fhe mifcarried in it. If the Prieſt ſhould 
refuſe to do his part, or be unfit to do 
it, or break ſome Law in the doing of it, 
how hard would it feem that a mans 
fins' could not be expiated, when he had 
done - all rhat Jay in his own power in 
after to the expiation of them; but thar 
other perſon, whoſe aRtions he had 
nocommand over, neglected the doing 
his duty ? So thar if the Sacrifice had 
no other influence on expiation, but as 
{part of obedience, in all reaſon the ex- 
pation ſhould have depended on no 0- 
ther* conditions bur ſuch as were under 


T 2 ts 
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to the Prieſt only conſequently, as doing 
what God requires in order to it ; and to 
the Sacrifices only as the conditions þ 
which it was obtained. But if the Expia- 
tion doth properly belong to God, and 


implies no more than. bare pardon, it-is 


hard to conceive that it ſhould haveany 
neceſſary relation tothe blood of theSacri- 
fice : bur the Apoſtleto the Hebrews tells 
us, that Remiſſion had a neceſlary reſpeR 
to the ſhedding of blood, ſo that without 
Heb. 9.22: that there was noremiſion. How impro- 
perly doth the Apoſtle diſcourſe throughe 
out that Chapter, wherein he ſpeaks fo 
much concerning the 510d of the Sacri- 
fices purifying, and in correſpondencyto 
Ver.13,14. that, the blood of Chriſt purging our Con 


Ver18,19, (cjences ; and that all things under the 


Law, were purified with blood , Had all 
this no other ſignification, but that this 
was a bare condition that-had no other 
importance, but as a mere at of obe- 
dience when God had required it 2 why 
doth not the A4poſile rather ſay, without 
God s favour there is no remiſſion, than 
without the ſhedding. of blood ; if all the 


expiation did properly belong to that, 


and only very remotely to the #lood of 

the Sacrifice? What imaginable neceſlt 

ty was there, that Chriſt muſt __ oy 
loo 
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jloed in order to the expiation of our 
fins, if all that 5/ood of the Legal Sacri- 
fices did ſignifie no more than a bare 
condition of pardon, though a ſlight part 
of obedience in it ſelf > Why muſt Chriſt 


ky down his life in correſpondency to 


theſe Levitical Sacrifices 2 for that was 
ſurely no ſlight part of his obedience. 
Why might not this' condition have 
been diſpenſed with-in him, ſince our 
Adverſaries ſay, that in it ſelf it hath 
no proper efficacy. on the expiation-of 
in2 And doth not this ſpeak the 
greateſt repugnancy. to the kindneſs 
and Grace of God in the Goſpe/, that he 
would not diſpenſe with the ignomi- 
nous death of his Son, although he 
knew it could have no influence of it 
elf on the expiation of the ſins of the 
yorld > But upon this ſuppoſition, thot 
the blood of Sacrifices under the Law had 
no proper influence upon Expiation, the 
Apoſtles diſcourſe proceeds upon weak 
ind inſufficient grounds. For wheat ne- 
ceſſity in the thing was there, becauſe 
the blood of the Sacrifices was made a 
condition of pardon under the Law, 
therefore the blood of Chriſt mult be ſo 
now ; although in it ſelf it hath no pro- 
per efficacy for that end ? But the: 4po- 
| 3-3 ſtles 
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files words and. way of Argumentation 
doth imply, that -there: was a peculiar 
efficacy both in the one and the other, -in 
order:to Expiation although a far grea- 
ter in the 4/ood of Chriſt, rhan could be 
in the other ;'asthe thing typified, _ 
to exceed that which: was the repreſen- 
tation of it. From hence we ſee, that 
the Apoſtle attributes what Expiation 
there was under the Law, not immedi- 
ately to God, as belonging properly to 
him, but to the blood of Bulls and Goats, 
and the aſhes of an Heifer, ſprinkling the 
unclean. Which he/had very great rea- 
ſon to do, ſince God exprefly faith to the 
Jews, that the blood was given them 
_ mad expiandum, 'to expiate for their 
Lev. 17.1t- ſouls, for the blood WD) Wh) ſhall expi- 
ate the ſoul. Than which words, no- 
thirg could have . been more plainly 
faid to overthrow Cre#/zus his aſſertion, 
that Expiation is not properly or chiefly 
attributed to the Sacrifices, but .prima- 
rily to God, and conſequentially to the 
Prieſt: who is neverſaid toexptate, but 
by the Sacrifice which he offered, ſo that 
his Office was ibarely Miniſterial in it. 
But from this we -may eaſily underſtand, 
1 what ſenſe God is faid to expiare fins, 
where it hath reſpet to a Sacrifice 
Pl  - OL. SOL} | Cwhich 
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(which is that we are now diſcourſing 
of, and not in any larger or more im- 
proper uſe of the word) for fince God 
bimſelf hath declared, that the &/ood was 
given for Expiation, the Expiation which 
belongs to God, muſt imply his accep- 
tance of -it for that end, for which it 
was offered, For the execution or dil- 
charge of the puniſhment belonging to 
him, he may be faid in that ſenſe to.ex- 
piate, becauſe it is only in his power to 
diſcharge the ſinner from that obligation 
to pumſhment he lies under by his ſins. 
And we da not fay, that where expia- 
ting 1s attributed to him that accepts the 
Atonement, thatit doth imply his under- 


going any puniſhment which is impoſſi- 


ble to ſuppoſe ; but that where it is attri- 


buted.toa Sacrifice, as the means of A4tone- 


ment, there we ſay it doth not imply a 
bare condition, but ſuch a Subſtitution 


. of one in the place of another, that on 


the account of that, the fault of the of- 
fender himſelf is expiated thereby. 


V. And to this ſenſe the other word The im. 
RUN doth wwery well agree ; for Socinus 
and Cre//ius cannot deny, But that Gen. x, 
31.39. tt properly ſignifies Luere, or to dxaGen, 
bear puniſhment ; although they ſay, it *!«ngto 


nowhere elſe ſignifies ſo, and the reaſon is, 
T 4 becauſe 
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becauſe it is applied to the Altar, and ſuch 


other things, which are not capable of it ; 


but doth it hence follow, that it ſhould 
not retain that ſignification where the 
matter will bear it, as in the caſe of $a- 
crifices. And although it be frequently 
rendred by a1izZew, xabze ion, Kao 
Hoy, yet that will be no prejudice to the 
ſenſe we plead for in reſpeQ of Sacrifi- 
ces, becauſe thoſe words when uſed con- 


cerning them, do ſignifie Expiation too. 


* Grotjus proves, that they do from 
* their own nature and conſtant uſe in 
* Greek Authors , not only fignifie an 
* antecedency of order, but a peculiar 
* efficacy in order to Expiation. Thence 
© expiatory Sacrifices among the Greeks 
*. were called nents, amingg aadzeng' 
* and {Azoxa9$ay, frequently in Homer, 
©* applied to Sacrifices, 2y1iZew Tlw mAw 
i 20822 in Plutarch, and 211aZew uſed 
** in the fame ſenſe ; an Expiatory Sacri- 
* ficein Herodotus is call'd x#8&enoy, and 
* to the ſame purpoſe it is uſed in Her- 
* mogenes, Platoand Plutarch: as among 


* the Latins, placare, purgare, purificare, 


©* coxciliare, luſtrare in the ſame ſenſe, 
* and piare when uſed in Sacrifices, he 
* proves to ſignifie Luere per ſucceſjonem 
i rei alterius in locum pene debits. 


** Thence\, 
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*'Thence piaculum uſed for an Expiatory 
« Sacrifice, and expiare is to appeaſe by 
* ſuch a Sacrifice, fo Cerers wumen expi- 
are is uſed in Cicero; filium expiare in 
« Livy. So that all theſe Sacrifices a- 
*-mong them were ſuppoſed ſtill to per- 
*tain to the atoning the Deity, and ob- 
* taining a remiſſion of ſins committed 
#4 by them. And from hence (becauſe 
© where there was a greater equality and 
* nearneſs, there might be the greater 
© efficacy of the Sacrifice for expiation ) 
* came the cuſtom of ſacrificing men, 
* which Grotzus at large ſhews to have 
# almoſt univerſally obtained before the 
* coming of Chriſt. Weare now tocon- 
fider what Creli;us anſwers to this; the 
ſubſtance of which lies in theſe two 
things. 1. Hedenies not but that xgba- wy. c.ro. 
eizew and <yxZw do in their proper uſe (c8. 23,& 
in the Greek Tongue fignifie the purging of ** 
guilt, and the averſion of the wrath of God 
and puniſhment, but that thoſe and ſuch 
other words are attributed to Sacrifices, 
becauſe thoſe were ſuppoſed tobe the effetts 
of them among the Heathen ; but the 
attributing ſuch effefts to them, did ariſe 
from their ſuperſtition, whereby greater 
things were attributed to Sacrifices, than 
| God would have given to them, either be- 


fore 
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Mer as yg oy fore or under the Law, 2. He 
Ze attines, quibus in bee denies not but that thoſe words, 
arguments non ſemel utitur C251-14 ew and C3174 ew, be. 
= 4, nafirbnuret £* ing uſed by the Author to the 
cerdotii funfioem relate Hebrews more than once with 


eo etiam fenſu uſurpentur poſe} to the Sacrifices and 
amy by ts bt Priefthood of Chriſt, were ta- 
reatus & averſioe irs ken in the ſame ſenſe inwhich 
ang FE: NET they are uſed in the Greek 
Tongue, viz. For the purging 

of guilt, and the averſion of the —_ of 

God, and the puniſhment conſequent upon it : 

But all that he contends for 1s, 7 hat there 

zs a difference in the manner of effefting it, 

which he acknowledges the words themſelves 

donot imply ; and the reaſons hegivestor it 

are, 7 hat the other were proper,but Chriſt's 

an improper Sacrifice ; and that the other 
Sacrifices were offered by men toGod,but the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt was given by God to men, 

ond therefore he muſt k ſuppoſed to be re- 
coxciled before. From whence he wouldat 

leaſt have other ſenſes of theſe words joy- 

ned together with the former ; viz. Either 

for purging away the filth of fin,or for adecla- 
rationef a deliverance from guilt and puniſh 

ment, in imitation of the /4iom of the He- 
brew,in which many words are uſed inthe 
New Teſtament. From heace it follows, 
that Cre/zs doth yield the main my 
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if it appear, that Chriſt did offer up'an 
expiatory Sacrifice to God 1h his death, for 
then he grants that 42SzveLwand ayic- 
& being applied to the - Sacritice of 
Chriſt, are to be taken for the purging a- 
wayof guilt, and the averfron of the 'wrath 
of God, and the. puniſhment of fin. 'And 
is ro-no | urpoſe toſay, that it-js not a 
proper Sacrifice, for if the eftefts of a 
proper Sacrifice do' belong to it, that 


| proves that it is ſo ; ſor theſe words be- 


ing acknowledged to be applied-to the 
Sacrifice of Chrift by the Author tothe 
Hebrews, what 'conld more evinceithat 
Chriſt's was a proper Sacrifice, than'thar 
thoſe things are attributed to ir, which 
by the confent 'of all Nations, are'ſaid 
to:belong to proper' Sacrifices, and that 
in «the 'very ſame ſenſe 'in which they 
are uſediby thoſe who underſtood them 
inthe moſt proper ſenſe. And whatrea- 
ſon could Crel/us have'to ſay, that zt 
was only the ſuperſtition 'of the Heathens, 
which made them attribute ſuch effefts to 
facrifices'; when himſelf acknowledges 
that [the very fameiſenſe doth belong to 
the Sacrifice of Chrit-under that notion ? 
and as to theFews we have already proved 
that the ſenſe of expiation among them 
was by vertue of the Law to'be 'taken 

in 
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in as proper a ſenſe as among the Z7ea- 
thens, for the purging of guilt, and the 
averſion of the wrath of God. And why 
ſhould Crel/lius deny thateffeR of the Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt as to the atonement of 
God, becauſe God's love was ſeen in giving 
him who was to offer the Sacrifice ? ſince 
that effe& is attributed to thoſe Sacrifie 
ces under the Law which God himſelf 
appointed to be offered, and thewed his 
great kindneſs tothe people in the Inſti- 
tutionof ſuch a way, whereby their ſins 
might be expiated, and they delivered 
from the puniſhment of them. But of 
the conſiſtency of theſe two, I ſhall ſpeak 
more afterwards, ia the efte&t of the Sa- 
crifices as relating to Perſons. 
Expiation VI, Wenow come to conſider in what 
——_—_ ſenſe the expiation of (ins 1s in Scripture 
crifice of attributed to the Sacrifice of Chriſt, and 
Chriſt in therein I ſhall prove theſe two things. 
the ſame rg , 
ſenſe that I- That the Expiation 1s attributed to 
_ it ——_ the Sacrifice of Chriſt in the ſame ſenſe 
Pe that it isattributed to otherSacrifices,and 
as the words in themſelves do fignifie. 
2. That what is ſo attributed doth be- 
long to the Sacrifice of Chriſt in hisdeath, 
antecedent to his entrance into Heaven. 
I. That the expiation is to be taken ina 
proper ſenſe, when it is attributed x the 
acri- 
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Sacrifice of Chriſt.  Crellius tells us, The 
controver fie is not about the thing, viz.whe- Crell. c.10, 
ther expiation in the ſenſe we take it in fe. 24 
for purging away guilt, and averſion of the 
wrath of God, doth belong to the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt, for he acknowledges it doth, but 
all the queſtion is about the manner of it : 
which in the next Section he. thus ex- 
plains: There are three ſenſes in which 
Chriſt may be ſaid to expiate fins; either 
by begetting Faith in us, whereby we are 
drawn off from the praftice of fin, in which 
ſenſe, he ſaith, it is a remoter antecedent 
toit ; or as it relates to the expiation by 
aftual deliverance from puniſhment, ſo he 
faith, it is an immediate antecedent to it : 
or as he declares that they are expiated, 
but this, he ſaith, dothnot ſo properly re- 
late to Chriſt as a Sacrifice, but as a Prieſt. 
But never a one of theſe ſenſes comes 
near to that which Cre/lzus grants'to be 
the proper importance of z2Ize#ev and 
eyazeoav, as applied to a Sacrifice, viz. 
the purging away guilt, and the averſion 
of the wrath of God, and puniſhment, not 
any way, but by the means of the Sa- 
crifice offered. For in the Legal Sacri- 
fices nothing can be more plain than that 
the expiation was to be by the Sacrifice 
offered for Atonement : ſuppoſing — 
tnat 
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that in'fome other way (which could 


be by: no. means proper to thoſe Sacrifi- 
ces) Chriſt may be- ſaid: ro expiare fins, 


what-doth-:this-prove that there was an 


expiation- belonging to- his Sacrifice a« 
greeable-to the Sacrifices of old?" But 
as [ urged before inthe caſe of Chriſt's 
being High Prieſt, that by their aſler- 
tions the Fews might utterly deny rhe 
force of any argumem uſed by the 4w- 
thor to the Hebrews to'prove it::"ſo'Þ 
lay as to the expiationby Chriſt's Sacri» 
fice; that-it-hath \ no - analogy or- corre- 
ſpondency at all with any r dots that 
was ever" offered" for 'the expiation of 
ſins. + For by that-they always under- 
ſtood ſomething which was immediate- 
ly offered\ro God for that end, upon 
which they obtain'd remiſſion of ſins; but 
here'is nothing anſwerable to it in their 
ſenſe of Chriſt's Sacrifice ; for here is'no 
Oblation at-all made u»to God for- this 
end ;- all the efficacy of tlie Sacrifice of 
Chrilt,- in order-to explation doth whol- 
ly and immediately reſpect us ; ſo that 
it it bea proper Sacrifice to any, ir muſt 
be a Sacrifice tous, and not to-God: for 
a. Sacrifice is always ſaid to'be'made to 
him whom it dott:immediately reſpe@ ; 
bur Chriſt 1a the planting Faith, inaQual 
delive- 
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deliverance, in declaring to us this de- 
ſiverance, doth wholly reſpe& us; and 
therefore his Sacrifice muſt be made to 
men, and not to God. Which'is in it 
ſelf a groſs abſurdity, and repugnant to 
the nature and defign of Sacrifices from 
the firſt inſtitution of them ; which 
were always cfteemed ſuch immediate 
parts of divine worſhip, that they ought 
to reſpe none elſe Þut God, as the ob- 
jeR'to which they were direRed, though 
for the benefitand advantageof mankind. 

As well then mighr Chriſt be ſaid' 79 pray 
for us, and by that no more be meanr 

but ' that he doth teach ws to "underſtand 

var duty; as be made an expiatory Sa» 
ertfice for us, 'and all the effe&t* of it 

only reſpet us and not God. - And 
this-is fo far from adding to the' perfe- 

Hon of Chriſt's Sacrifice above the Legal 
(which is the thing pleaded by CrePius ) crel.c.ro. 
that it deſtroys thevery nature'of a $4. /: 26 
crifice, if ſuch a way of expiation be at- 
tributed to it (which though conceived 

to be more excellent in it lf) yet is 
wholly incongruous tothe end anddeſign 

of a Sacrifice tor Expiation: And the ex- 
cellency of the manner of expiation ought 

to be in the ſame'kind, and not quite of 


another nature; for, will any one fay, 
that 


Of the Sufferings 
that a General of an Army hath a more 
' excellent conduftthan all that went before 
him, becauſe he can make finer ſpeeches; 
or that the 4ſſomanzan Family diſcharg'd 
the Office. of Prieſthood. beſt , becauſe 
they had a greater power over the people; 
or that Nero was the moſt excellent En. 
perour of Rome becauſe he excelled the 
reſt in Mufick and Poetry, by which w 
{ce that to alert an excellency_ of 2a, 
above another, we-muſt not go to anoy 
ther kind,: but ſhew its excellency inthax 
wherein. the compariſon lies : So that 
this doth not prove the excellency of. the 


= 


Sacrifice of. Chriſt, becauſe. he hath, a 


greater, power to perſwade, deliver and 
govern,” than- any Sacribce under the 
Law ; for, theſe are things quite of ano» 
ther nature from the conſideration;of a 
Sacrifice: But therein the excellency.ofa 
Sacrifice. is to be demonſtrated , that it 
excells all other in the proper end and 
deſign of a Sacrifice, 3. e. it it be more 
eflectual. towards God for obtaining the 
Expiation of ſin ;. which was always 
thought to be the proper end of all $4- 
crifices for expiation, Although then 
Chriſt may be allowed to excel all other 
Sacrifices in all imaginable reſpes but 
that which. is the proper ay a 

acri- 
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of CHRIST. 
Sacrifice ;/ it may prove far greater e&x- ' 
cellency in Chriſt, but it doth withall 
prove a greater imperfeQion in his Sacri- 
fice, if it fail in that which is the proper 
end. of it. - So that it we ſhould grant 
that the expiation attributed to Chriſt's 
Sacrifice ſignified no. more than reclaim- 
ing. men, from their ſins, or their deli- 
verance by his power, or. a declaration 


| of God's decree to pardon;this may prove. 


that there are better argumeats to believe 
the remiſſion of our ſins now under the 
Goſpel zbutthey do not in the leaſt prove 
that Chriſt is. to be conſider d as a Sacrt- 
ficez much. leſs that hedoth far excell in 
the-notion of an jor Avira Sacrifice all 
thoſe which were offered up to God for 
that end under the Law. 

VR. Bug; we muſt. now further con- 
ſider, whether this be,all-attributed- to ? 


Chriſt iq order to expiſfion in Scripture; ly declare 
i.e, Whether thoſe words which of them- *** 


ſelves do imply the averfion of the wrath 
of God, when uſed concerning other Sa» : 
crifices, . whea applied to the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt, do only imply -the begetting 
faith in us, or a declaration of . pardon. 
The words, which: are uſed to this pur- 
poſe, are n9Owg/Zomy yu Cav, bavriceny 
Aguv, Which are all applied to the _ 


290 Of the Sufferings 
of Chriſt, and the diſpute is, whether 
they ſignifie no more but a declaration of 
pardon, or a means to beget faith in us. 
The firſt words ugSc2/fu and ayidfuy 
Crell. cap. Crellius acknowledgeth do frequently figni- 
p on = ; fie deliverance from guilt and puniſhment , 
13%” but, he faith, they may likewiſe fignifie a 
declaration of that deliverance, as decreed 
by God, or a purging from the fins them- 
ſelves, or from the cuſtom of finning. $0 
that by Cre/ius his own confeſſion, the 
ſenſe we contend for is moſt proper and 
uſual, the other are more remote, and' 
only poſſible ; why then ſhould' we for- 
fake the former ſenſe, which-doth moſt 
perfeAtly agree to the nature' of a Sacri- 
fice, which theother ſenſes havenoſuch 
relation to, as that hath 2 For theſe be- 
 ing'ithe words made uſe of in the New 
Teftament, to imply the force and effi- 
cacy of a Sacrificefwhy ſhould they not 
be underſtood in the fame ſenſe which 
the Hebrew words are taken in,” whe 
they are applied to the Sacriffces under 
the Law ? We are not enquitring into all 
poſſible ſenſes of words, but into the 
moſt natural and agreeable to the ſcope 
of them thatuſe them : and that-we ſhall 
make it appear to be the ſame, we plead 
for in the places in diſpute between Us; 
as, 
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as, 1: John'r. 7. The Pod of TeſusChrif 
his Sou «:Sn2e ju heck; Boro Ta TG & phrede 
lizs, piirgeth\us from alf*in,. Heb. 9; 13, 
14. If the Blood of bulls, and of 'goars, 
1d the aſhes of an heifer, 

unclean; 211274 me9e TW 7 onnide ads 
eirule, ſanitifieth to the purifying'of the 
fleſh, Flow" much more” (ball: the blodd\ of 
Chriff purge your conſtiences from. dead 
works, x2.Sz2 Zu Twowedrw? Heb.1i7\ 
IT czory | 4.28 10g ran WAN Mas 
puaL"iy fuer, when? he had by" himſelf 
purged our” fins. So paviifew and" Adi 
are 'ufed” with a reſpe& tothe blood: of 
Chriſt, Zeb. 10. 22. Apocalyp.t. 5 And 
becauſe remiſſion of ſit'was looked ohas 
the conſequent of expiation by Sacrifice 
under'the Law ; therefore thats likewiſe 
attributed to the bloedof Chrift, Mazzh. 
26. 2.8. This is the bloodl'of the New Teſta» 
ment which'was ſhed" for' many, «is 2peov 
z uae, for the remiſſion of /rms, Eph. 
1.7. In whom we have redemption throueh 
bis blood, the remiſſion of fins, and 'to the 
fame purpoſe, Coloff. 1. 14. © And from 
hence we are ſaid 70 be juſtified by bis 


blood, Rom.'5. 9. and Chriſt is ſaid to be | 


a propitiation through” faith in his blood, 
Rom. 3.25. The ſubſtance of all-thart 
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Crelias replies to theſe: places is;' That -—— 
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thoſe words which do properly ſignifie the 
thing it ſelf, may very conveniently be ta. 
ken only for the declaration of it, when the 
performance of the thing doth follow by ver. 
tu of that declaration : which then happens, 
when the declaration is made of the thi 
decreed by another, and that in the name 
and by the command of bim who did decree 
it. - And in this ſenſe, Chriſt by his blood 
may be ſaid to deliver us from the puniſh- 
ment of our fins, declaring or teſtifying 
t0.us the will aud decree of God for that 
purpoſe. But this anſwer is by no means 

cient , upon- theſe conſiderations ; 
x. Becauſe ir doth not reach the proper 
and- natural ſenſe of the words, as Crel- 
lias himſelf confeſſeth ; and yer he aſ- 
ſigns no reaſon at all, why we ought to 
depart from it, unleſs the bare poſhbility 
of another-meaning be ſufficient. _ But 
how had it been poſlible for the efficacy 
of the blood. of Chriſt for purging 
the guilr of our fins, to have beenexpret- 
ſed in clearer and plainer. terms than 
theſe, which are acknowledged of them» 
ſelves to ſignifie as much as. we aſſert ? 
If the moſt proper expreſſions for this 


Purpoſe, are-not of force enough to per- 


{wade our Adverſaries, none elſe could 
ever doit: ſothat it had been impoſlible 


for 
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for our Doctrine to have beea delivered 
in ſuch terms, but they would have 
found out ways to evade the meaning of 
them. It ſeems very ſtrange, that fo 
great an efficacy ſhould not only once 
or twice, but ſo frequently be attributed 
to the : blood of. Chriſt for expiation of 
ſin, if nothing elſe were meant by it, 
but that Chriſt by his death did only 
declare that God was willing to pardon 
ſin? If there were danger in underſtand- 
ing the words in their proper ſenſe, why 
are they. fo frequently uſed to this pur- 
poſe? why are there no. other places.of 
Scripture that might help to undeceive 
us, and tell us plainly, that Chriſt dyed 
only to declare his Father's will 2 but 
whatever other words might ſignifie, 
this was the only true meaning of them. 
But what miſerable ſhifts are theſe, when 
men are forced. to: put,off ſuch Texts 
which are confeſled to. expreſs our Do- 


Atrine, only by ſaying that they may be 
otherwiſe underſtood? which deſtroys 


ll kind of certainty in words ;- which 
by reaſon of the various uſe of them, 
may be interpreted to ſo many ſeveral 
ſenſes, that if this liberty be allowed, upon 
no other pretence, but that another meqn- 
ing is poſib]e, men will never agreeabout 

U 3 the 
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the intention of any perſon in ſpeaking, 
For upon the ſame reaſon, if it had'been 
faid , That Chriſt declared by hi death 
God's readineſs to pardon, it might have 
been interpreted, That the blood of Chriſt 
was therefore the declaration of God's rea- 
dineſs to pardon, becauſe it was the confi 
deration upon which God would do it : So 
thar f the words had been as expreſs for 
them, as they are now again(t them, 
according to their way of anſwering 
places, 'they would "have been -recon- 
cileable to our' opinion. 2. The Scrj- 


'pture in theſe” expreſſions, doth at- 


tribute ſomething pecaliar to the blood 
of - Chriſt ; but it all that were meant 
by it wete no more, than the' declari 

God's will to pardon, this could in no 


ſenfe 'be ſaid to be peculiar ro it. For 


this. was the defign of the*Dodtrine 
of Chritt, and all his miracles were 
wrought to confirm the truth of that 
part of his Do@rine, which concerned 
remiflion of ſins as well as any'other : 
but how abſurd would it have been to 
ſay, that the miracles of Chriſt purge w 
from all fin, that through Chriſt healing 
the fick, raifmg the dead, &c. we have 
redemption, even the forgiveneſs of fins, 


which are attributed to the #lood of 


Chriſt 2 
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, Chriſt? but if no other reſpeQ, than as 
a teſtimony to the truth of the Do- 
Arine of Remiſſion of ſins, they were 
equally applicable to one as to the other. 
Beſides, if. this had: been all intended in 
theſe expreſſions, they were the moſt ig- 
congruouſly, applied to the 4/ood of 
Chriit ; nothing ſeeming more repug- 
nant to the Doftrine of the Remiſlion of 
fins, which was declared by it, than that 
very thing by which it was declared, if 
no more were intended by it: For how 
unſuitable away was it to declare the 
pardon of the guilty perſons, by ſuch 
ſeverities uſed towards the moſt Inno- 
cent! Who could believe, That God 
ſhould declare his willingneſs to pardon 
others, by.the death of his own Son ; 
unleſs that death of his be conſidered as 
the meritorious cauſe for. procuring it? 


+ And in that ſenſe we acknowledge, That 


the death of Chriſt was a declaration of 
God's will-and decree to pardon, but not 
meerly as it gave te//imony to the truth 
of his Dodrine (for in that ſenſe the 
»blood of the Apoſtles and Martyrs might 
(be ſaid to purge us from fin, as well as the 
blood of Chriſt) but becauſe it was the 
.confideratiow upon which: God had de- 


creed to pardon. And ſo as:the accep- 
U 4 tance 
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tance of the condition required; or the 
price paid, may be ſaid to declare or ma- 


nifeſt, the intention of a perſon to re- 
leaſe or deliver a Captive: So God's ac- 


ceptance of what Chriſt did ſuffer for 


our ſakes, may be ſaid to declare his rea- 
dineſs to pardon us upon his account. 
But then this declaration doth not belong 
properly to the a of Chriſt in ſuffer- 
ing ; but to the a of God in accept- 
ing : and itcan be noother ways known, 


"than Gsd's acceptanceis known ; which 


was not by the Sufferings, but by the 
Reſurrefion of Chriſt. And therefore the 
declaring God's will and decree to par- 


don, doth properly belong tothat : and . 


if that bad been all which the Scripture 
had meant, by purging of fin by the blood 
of Chriſt, ir had been very incongruouſly 
applied ro that, but moſt properly to his 
Reſurreftion. But theſe phraſes being ne- 
ver attributed to that which moſt pro- 
perly might be ſaid. to declare the will 
of God ; and being peculiarly attributed 
to the death of Chriſt, which cannot be 
faid- properly to do it ; nothing can be 
more plain, than that theſe expreſſions 
ought to be taken in that which is con- 
teſied to be their proper ſenſe ; viz, That 
Expiation of fin, which doth belgng bo 
| | t 
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the death of Chriſt, as a Sacrifice for the 
fins of the world. | 
VIH. But yet Socinus and Cre//ius have The death 
another ſubtertuge, (for' therein lies of Chriſt 
their great art, in ſeeking rather by any — ny 
means to eſcape their enemies, than to mically 
overcome them.) For being ſenſible, that ea the 
the main ſcope and deſign of the Scrz- quents of 
pture is againſtthem, they ſeldom, and ©. 
but very weakly aſſault: but ſhew all 
their ſubtlety in avoiding by all imagj- 
nable arts, the force of what is brought 
againſt them.” And the Scripture being 
ſo plain in attributing ſuch great effects 
to the death of Chriſt, when:no other 
anſwer will ſerve turn, then they tell us, 
That the death of Chriſt is taken Metony- Crel! c. 1. 
. mically for all the conſequents of his death oe8: = 
viz. His Reſurreftion, Exaltation, and c. 1o. ſea. 
"the Power and Authority which be hath 45-2: 5*7- 
q at the right hand of his Father. But how 
is'it potlible ro convince thoſe, who by 
death, can underſtand1ife; by ſufferings, 
can mean g/ory ; and by the ſhedding of 
blood, fitting at the right hand of God: 
And'that the” Scripture is very far from 
giving. any countenance to theſe bold 
Interpretations, will appear by. theſe 
conſiderations; 1. Becauſe the effe of 
* Expigtion of our fins, 1s attributed to the 


death 
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death of Chriſt, as diſtin from his Re. 


ſurretion; viz. Our reconciliation with 

God, Rom. 5. 10. For if when we were 
enemies, we were reconciled to God by the 

death of his Son ; much more being recon 

ciled, we ſhall be ſaved by hw life, To 

crell. c. x. Which Crelius anſwers, That the Apoſtle 
ſe. 112. doth not ſpeak of the death of Chriſt alone, 
or as it ts confidered diſtin from the con- 
ſequences of it ; but only that our Reconct- 

lation was effeted by the death of Chrift 
zntervening, But nothing can be-more 

evident to any one, wha. conſiders:the 
deſignof the Apoſiles diſcourſe, than that 

he ſpeaks of what was peculiar to the 

Rom. 5.6. death of Chriſt : for. therefore it is ſaid, 
that Chriſt died for the ungedly. For 
ſearcely for a righteous man will one die: 
8 but God commendeth his love towards us, 
in that while.we were yet-finners, Chrift 

g. [died for us. Much more then being 

juſtified by bis blood, we ſhall be ys, 
through him; upon which thoſe words 

to. follow, For if when we were enemies,| we 
were reconciled to God by the death of his 

Son,  &c. The Recoaciliation here men- 
tioned, is attributed . to the death of 
Chriſt in the fame ſenſe, that it is men- 
tioned before; but there it .1s not mentio- 

ned asa bare condition intervening in ; 
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der to ſomething farther ; but as the 
great inſtance of the love both of God 
and Chriſt ; of God, in ſending hisSon ; 
of 'Chriſt, in Jaying down his life for 
ſinners, in-order totheir being juſtified 
by his blood. But whereis it that St. Paul 
faith, -that the death of Chriſt had no 0- 
ther influence on the-expiation .of our 
fins, 'butas a bare condition intervening 
in order to that power-and authoriry 
whereby -he would expiate fins? what 
makes him attribure- ſo much to 'the 
death of Chriſt, if all the benefits we 
enjoy depend upon the conſequences of 
it; and'no otherwiſe upon that, than 
-meerly as a preparation for it? what pe- 
culiar emphaſ;s were there in Chriſt's dy- 
ing for Mates, and for the ungodly ; un- 
leſs his dearh-had a particular relation to 
the expiation of-rheir ſins ?.Why are men 
e(aid"to be juſtified by his blood,” and not 
much rather by his gloriow Reſurreioy, 
if the blood of Chriſt be only confider- 
*ed-as antecedent to the'other > Andthar 
would'have been the greatdemonſtrati- 
on of the-love- of God: which had the 
moſt *immediate influence upon our ad- 


vantage: whichcould not have been the 


death in'this ſenſe, but the lifeand glory 
of Chriſt,” But nothing can be _—_ 
ur 
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ſurd than what Cre/;us would have to 
be the meaning of this place, viz. | that 


the Apoſtle doth not ſpeak of the. proper 
force of the death of Chriſt diſtin#t from 


his life; but that two things are oppoſed 


zo each other for the effetling of one of 
which the death of Chriſt 4d intervene, 
but it ſhould not intervene for the other; 
Viz. it did intervene for our reconciliation, 
but it ſhould not for our life. For did not 
the death of Chriſt equally-intervene for 
our /ife as tor our reconcilzation ? was not 
our eternal deliverance the great thing 
deſigned by Chriſt, and our reconcilia- 
tion in order to that end? what oppo- 
ſition then can beimagined,that it ſhould 
be necetlary for the death of Chriſt to 
intervene in order to the one than in.or- 
der to the other? But.he means, that the 
death of Chriſt ſhould not intervene any 


more ; What need that, when it - is. 4c-, 


knowledged by. themſelves, that Chriſt 
died-only for this end before, that he 
might have power. to beſtow eternal life 
on them that obey him? But the main 
force 'of the Apoſtles . argument lies 1n 
the, compariſon between the death of 
Chriſt having reſpe& to us as enemies 11 
order to reconciliation,and the life of Chrif 
to us conſidered as recovciled; fo that # 
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he had ſo much kindneſs for enemies, to 
diefor their reconciliation,we may much 
more preſume that he now living in Hea- 
yen will accompliſh the end of that re- 
conciliation, in the eternal ſalvation of 
them that obey him. By which it is 
apparent that he ſpeaks of the death of 
Chriſt, in a notion proper to. it ſelf; ha« 
ving influence upon our reconciliation ; 
and doth not conſider it Metonymically 
as comprehending in it, the conſequents 
of it. 
IX. 2. Becauſe the expiation of ſins is Expiation 


attributed to Chriſt antecedently to the **ribured 


co Chriſt 


| great conſequents of his death, VIZ. his .ntece- 


fitting at the right hand of God, Heb.1.z. dently to 
When he had by himſelf purged Our fin s, his en- 


fate down on the r 1ght hand of his Maje= to heaven. 


_ 


fy on high, Heb. 9. 12. But by his own 
blood he entred in once into the Holy Place, 


'baving obtained eternal redemption for us. 
\ To theſe places Crellius gives a double 


anſwer. 1. That indefinite particles (weg- Crll. c.10. 
wG.. and mma) being joyned © 5* 
with Verbs of the preterperfett tenſe do 
nt always require that the attion expreſ- 
ſed by them, ſhould precede that which is 
defigned in the Verbs to which they are 
joyned; but they have ſometimes the force 
of particles of the preſent or imperfedt 
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tenſe; which ſometimes happens in particles 
of the preterperfett tenſe, as Matth.10.5, 
amimAgy yiciAzg aoTol;, 10 drone es 
&mev; and ſeveral other inſtances prod 
ced'by him : according to which man- 
ner of interpretation the ' ſenſe he'puts 
upon thoſe words, FZeb.g. 12. is Chriſt 
by the ſhedding of his blood entred inte 
the Holy of Holes, and in ſo doing he 
foand eternal redemption, or the expiation 
of fins, Burt not to diſpute with Crellius 
concerning the importance of the 4orif 
being joyned with a Verb of the preter- 
perfet tenſe, which in' all reaſon and 
common acceptation doth imply the 
ation paſt by him who writes the words 
antecedent to” his ' writing ' of it, as is 
plaitt\in the inſtances produced by Cre 
lius ; butaccording to his ſenſe of Chriſt's 
expiatiort of fin, it was yet to come ab 


ter Chriſt's entrance into Heaven, and- 
ſo it ſhould have been' more properly 


terrier. than Wezwo'®. ; not I fay 
to inſiſt upon that, the 4poſt/e manileſts, 
that he had a reſpe& to the death" of 
Chriſt in the obtaining this eternal re* 


demption, by his following diſcourſe: for: 


v. 14. he compares the blood of Chriffin 
poinr of efficacy for expiation of fin, 
with the 5opd of the Legal Sacrifices: 

whereas 
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whereas if the expiation meant by him 
had been found by Chri/f's Oblation of 
himſelf in Heaven, he would havecom- 
pared Chriſt's entrance into Heaven in or- 
der to it, with the entrance of the Fiigh- 
Prieſt into the Holy of Holies, and his 
argument had run thus. For if the Z7:zgb- 
Prieſt under the Law did expiate fins by 
entriog into the Holy of Holies'; How 
much more ſhall the Son of God entring 
into' Heaven expiate the ſins of Man- 
kind ? but we fee the; Apoſtle had no 
ſooner mention'd the redemption obtain- 
ed for us; but he preſently ſpeaks of the 
efficacy of the 3/ood of Chriſt in' order 
to it, and as plainly aflerts the ſame, 
v.15. And for this cauſe he is the Media- 
tor of the New Teftament, that by means of 
death, for the redemption of the tranſgreſ- 


ſons which were under the firſt Teſtament, 


they which were called might recerve the 
promiſe of eternal inheritance. Why doth 
the Apoſtle here ſpeak of the 2oriAurewng 
% g/cm, the expiation of fins by 
the means of death ; if he had fo lately 
aſſerted before that the redemption or ex- 
piation was found not by his death, but 
by his entrance into Heaven? and withal 
the Apoſtle here doth not ſpeak of ſuch a 
kind of expiation'as wholly reſpeRs the 
7 future, 
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future, but of fins that were under the 
firſt Teſtament, not barely ſuch as c 


not be expiated by vertue of it, but ſuch 
as were committed during the time 


of it, although the Levitical Lay 


allowed no expiation for them. And 
to confirm this ſenſe, the Apoſtle 
doth not go on to prove the neceſlity of 
Chriſt's entrance into Heaven; but of his 
dying, .v, 16, 17, 18. But granting that 
he doth allude to the ZZigh Prieff Ell- 


tring into the ZZoly of Holies, yet that 
was but the repreſentation of a Sacrifice 


already offer'd, and he could not be faidto. 


find expiation by hisentrance ; but "Iſt 
was already found by the þ/od of rthe$ 


crifice, and his catrance was only to.ac-, 


compliſh the end for which the: blood 


was offer'd up in Sacrifice, . And thebe- 


-» - 


nefit which came to mea is attributed. 
the Sacrifice, and not to the ſprinkling, 
blood before the Mercy-ſeat : and, wink 
ever effe&t was conſequent upon his. en» 
trance into the Sanctuary, was by. ver- 
tue of the blood which. he carried. in 


with him, and. was before lied: at the. 


Altar. Neither can it with any reaſon 
be ſaid, that if the redemprion were ob- 
tained by the blood of Chriſt, zhere 


could be no need of his entrance into Hed | 


ven; 


ESE . 
hat 


ate. 
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vin; fince we do not make the Prie/t- 
hood of Chriſt ro expire at. his death ; 
but that he is in Heaven a merciful High- 
Prieſt in negotiating the affairs of his 
People with God, and zhere ever lives to 
make interceſſion for them. 

X. Crellius anſwers, That granting the 
Aoriſt being put before the Verb, DM: 
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imply ſuch an attion which ws an- _ in 
tecedent to Chriſt's fitting at the right of - 9" 
hand of God, yet it is not there ſaid, that fe&s of 


the expiation of fins was made beforeChriſt's 


$ 
ce 


entrance into Heaven; for thoſe, ſaith he, into Hea- 
are to be confidered as two different 1** from 


Palace, before he fits upon his throne. And 
therefore, faith he, Chriſt may be ſaid to 


things ; = a Prince firſt enters into his J- 


of God. 


bave made expiation o f fins before he ſate crell. «10, 
down at the right hand of his Father, not 4-4 
that it was done by his death, but by bis + 


entrance into Heaven, ani offering him- 
ſelf to God there, by which means he 06- 
tamed his fitting on the right hand of the 
Majeſty on high, and thereby the full Power 
of remiſſion z, fins, and giving eternal life. 
To which I anſwer, 1. That the Scris 
pture never makes fuch a diſtinion be- 
tween Chriſt's entrance into Heaven, and 
fitting at the right hand of God ; which 
latter implying no = but the glori- 

ous 
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Matth.28. viour before that tells us, that al: power 
. and authority was committed to him ; and 


Phil.2.8,9. Plainly allerts; and he became. 
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ous ſtate of Chriſt in_ Heaven, . his en« 


trance into Heaven doth imply it : For 
therefore God exalted hin to be a Prince 
and a Saviour : and the reaſon of - the 


power and authority given him in Hea, 


ven isno where attributedto his evtraxce 
into it as the means of it; bur our Sa- 


his very entrance into Heaven was a 2% 
of his glory ; and given him in conſide- 
ration. of his ſufferings ; as the. 4/ 


wherefore God, hath.highly exalted 


le 
ra death;. even. the death of the C rs 
6c, There can be then no. imaginable 


& % 


reaſon, to make the entrance. of Chriſk. 
into Heaven, and preſenting himſelf. to: 
God there, « condition or means.of. oby 


is implyed 1a \ his /iztiug at the. 74 
hand of God. 2. \Yuppoung,. we ſhould. 
laok on: theſe as diſtin, there. 18.28 ite 


tle reaſon to. attribute the ation MAE. 


to. his, entrance, conſidered as diſtin 
from- the other : For. the expiation, of 
ſins in Heaven being, by Crellzus himſelf 
confeſſed to be by the exerciſe of Chriſt's 
power, and this being only the means 
to that power, how could Chriſt expiate 


ſins 
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fins by that power which he had not > 
But of this I have ſpoken before, and 
ſhewed that in no fenſe allowed by 
themſelves the expiation of ſins can be 
attributed to the entrance of Chriſt into 
Heaven as diſtin from his ſitting at the 
right hand of God, Thus much may 
ſaffice to prove, that thoſe effefts of an 
Expiatory Sacrifice , which do reſpe&t 
the fins committed, do properly agree 
to the death of Chriſt. 


XI. I now come (to that which re- Of the A- 


ſpeRs the perſon, conſidered as obnoxi- 


ous to the wrath of God by reaſon of his Chriſt's 
fins ; and fo the effeR'of an Expiatory *** 


Sacrifice is Atonement and Reconcr/iation. 
By the wrath of God, T mean, the reaſon 
which God hath from the holineſs and 
juſtice of his nature, to punith ſin in 
thoſe who commit it: by the means of 
Atonement and Reconciliation, I mean,that 
m conſideration of which, God is wil- 
ling to releaſe the ſinner from the obli- 
gation to puniſhment he lies under by the 
Law of God, and to receive him into fa- 
your upon the terms which are decla- 
red by the Dofrine of Chriſt. And 
that the death of Chriſt was fach a 
means of Atonement and Reconciliation 


for us, 1 ſhall prove by thoſe places of 
X 2 Scriptare 
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Scripture which ſpeak of it. But Crelligs 
would ſeem to acknowledge, That if 
Grotius ſeem to contend for no more, than 
that Chriſt did avert that wrath of - God 
which men had deſerved by their fins, they 


' would willingly yield him all that he pleads 


for :- but then he adds, That this delive- 
rance from the wrath to come, is not bythe 
death, but by the power of Chriſt, $9 
that the queſtion is, Whether the death 
of Chriſt were the means of Atonement 
and Reconciliation between God and us: 
and yet Cre/lius would ſeem willing to 
yield too, that the death of Chriſt may be 
ſaid to avert the wrath of God from us, 
as it was a condition in order to-it ; for 
in that ſence it had no more influence up- 
on it than his birth had : but we have 
already ſeen, that the Scripture attri- 


butes much more to the death axd blood / 


of Chriſt, in order to the expiation of 
fin. We donot deny, that the death of 
Chriſt may be called a condition, as the 
performance of any thing in order toan 
end, may be called the condition upon 
which that thing is'to be obtained; but 
we ſay, that it is not a bare condition, but 
ſuch a oneas implies a conſederation, up» 
on which the thing is obtained, being 
ſuchasanſ{werstheend of him that grants 

it: 
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it: by which means it doth propitiate or 
atone him, who had before juſt reaſon 
to puniſh, but is now willing to forgive 
and be reconciled to them, who have ſo 


highly offended him. And in this ſenſe - 


we aſſert, that Chriſt is ſaid to be iAz9zu, 
a propitiation for our fins, 1 John 2.2.—4. 
10, Which wetakein the ſame ſenſe thar 


 Aeous, Is taken for the Sim-offering for 


atonement, zek.44.27. Te goviouniAzopy, 
they ſhall offer a fim-offering ; tor ſo xn 
there ſignifies and in the tame ſenſe ?Z;- 
Azo/u% 15 taken, Ezek.45.19. and the Ram 
for Atonement is called 2 2%; 78 iAzous, 
Numb. 5.8. And thence the High-Prie(t 
when he made an Atonement, is- ſaid 
Tv T Aeoug, 2 Maccab.z.3;. which 
is of the greater conſequence to us, be- 
cauſe Crellius would not have the ſenſe ei- 
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| ther of i>amu; or [Agoxea, to be taken cell. 1. 


from the common uſe of the word in the [e#. 10. 


Greek Tongue ; but from that which ſome 
call the Helleniſtical uſe of it; viz. That 
which is uſed in the Greek of the New Te- 
ftament, out of the LXX. and the Apo- 
cryphal Greek; in both which we have 
found the word iAzguz in a ſenſe fully 
correſpondent to what we plead for. But 
he yet urges, and takes a great deal of 
pains to prove, that {AzoxiF and #ZAz- 

X 3 TxXe2 0; 
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KN, do not always fignifie to be appeaſed 


by another, but ſometimes fignifies to be 
propitious and merciful in pardoning ; and 
ſometimes to expiate, and then ſignifies the 
fame with xz) 220i%eu and eyid? « + Which 
if it be granted, proves nothing againſt 
us, having already proved, that thoſe 
words do ſignifie the aver/fion of the wrath 
of God by a Sacrifice, and that there is no 
reaſon to recede from that ſ1gnification, 
when they are applied to the blood of 
Chriſt. And we do not contend, that 
when the word {Azowe; or iAzoxeday is 
applied to him that doth forgive, it doth 
imply appeaſing ; but the effect of n, 
which is pardoning ; but that which we 
aſſert, is, that when it is applied to a 
third perſon, or a thing made uſe of in 
order to forgiveneſs, then we fay it 0s: 
nifies the propitiating him that was juſt- 
ly difpleaſed: ſo as by what was done 
or ſuffered for that end, he is willing to 
pardon what he had juſt reaſon to puniſh. 
So Moſes is ſaid, to make Atonement for 
the people by hu prayers, u, !\a9y xu21G. 
xanizs, Exod. 34- 14+ and we may 
ſeeYerſe ir. how much God was dif 
pleaſed before. Ard Moſes beſought the 
Lord his God, and faid, Why doth thy 
wrath wax hot againſt thy people ? - 
_  Verls 
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Verſe 12. 7Turn from thy fierce wrath, and 
repent of this evil againſt thy people, and 
then it is ſaid, Verſe 14. The Lord was 
atoned for the evil which he thought to do 
unto his people. 1 would therefore wil- 
lingly know, why Moſes might not 
here properly be faid, iAzoxeSa; Sri 
' TH6 XanUZs , as it is faid iAda%y 
21. e}, Ths 49x25, and there- 
fore ſince it is ſo very often ſaid in 
the Levitical Law, iAcox3; and iZ2d- 
ou mes TwOe, as meg) evrav, meg) 
duuz;, mee) \1vyar, and the accuſative caſe 
ſcarce ever put but in two caſes ; (viz. 
When theſe words are applied to inani- 
mate things, as the Altar, &c. or when 
to God himſelf, implying forgiveneſs) 
what reaſon can we aſſign more probable 
for this different conſtruQion, than that 
when met is uſed, the verb hath a reſpect 
to the offended party as the accuſative 
underſtood? as Chriſt is faid in the pla- 
ces mentioned to be i\z2opu% met auge 
1;y, which ought in reaſon to be under- 
ſtood as thofe wordsafter Moſes his inter- 
ceſlion, #, {A429 xugig meg) Þ xaxizs. 
But Crelius asks, Why then do we never 
read once concerning the Prieſt, that he did 
PAdoxeday T Irv Tel. < jacegliav Or Tegi 
Tv@., but we read that he did EEALIKESY 
X 4 To 
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T7 4 you T0 Junzgdzur, and God is ſaid; tt 
Adoxeo02j mz; 4pgelizs. To this I an- 
ſwer, 1. That the reaſon wu hy the per- 


ſon propitiated,is not expreſſed, is, becauſe: - 


it was ſo much taken for granted, that 
the whole Inſtiturion of Sacrifices did 
immediately reſpe&t God, and therefore 
there was no danger of miſtaking, con- 
cerning the perſon who was to be atoned, 
2. I wonder Cre/:ys can himſelf produce 
no inſtance where #ZA2oxcobay mz; 44 
mz is uſed with reſpe to the Sacrifices, 
and the perſons whoſe offences are remit- 
ted by the Aronement; but where iAdome- 
o9z; hath a relation to thar, it is ſtill joyn- 
ed with a Prepoſition relating either to 
the perſon or to the offences ; if no more 
were underſtood when it is ſo uſed, than 
when God himſelf is faid to do it, why 
is not the phraſe #ZAcox:obei mz; a 


7125, as well faid of the Prieſt, as it is of 


God 2? From whence Grozzus his ſenſe of 
Heb.2.17. cis mo i\coxeolas mrs a . 

for i\47xcala I wp} 7 apuaerior, Is 
far more agreeable to the uſe of -the 
phraſe in the Old Teſtament, than that 
which Cre/ius would put upoa it. There- 
fore ſince the iAzowws Tee! of a uagriav 
isattributed to Chriſt, we ought to take 


it in the ſenſe proper to a Propitiatory 


Tl- 
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Sacrifice : ſo it is ſaid by Moſes, where 
God is left out, but is neceſſarily under- 
ſtood, after the people had provoked 


- God by their Idolatry ; Te have finned a 


eat fin: And now 7 will go up unto the 
Lord, va #2mpeai mie) > dparrona; v= 
uav, That { may make an Atonement for 
your fin: What way could Moſes be ſaid 
to make this Atonement, but by propiti- 
ating God ; yet hisname is not there ex- 
prefied, but neceſſarily underſiood. So 
ZE) doula mein is uſedinthe moſt 
proper ſenſe for appeaſing the anger of a 
perſon, Gen.3 2. 20.and & Twi #ZAzomun, 
2 Sam. 21. 3. which places have been al- 
ready inſiſted on, in the fignification of 
the word "23. And that thoſe places 
wherein Chriſt is ſaid to be a propitia- 
tion for our ſins, are capable of no other 
ſenſe, will appear from the conſideration 
of Chriſt, as a middle perſon between 
God and us; and therefore his being 
Azad Tee! 7% cjpageriey, cannot be 
parallel with that phraſe, where God 
himſelf is faid, ZAZoxiolas ms cpunc- 
mz, for Chriſt is here conſidered as 
interpoſing between God and us, as Ho+ 
ſes and the Prieſts under the Law did be- 
tween God and the people, in order 
to the averting his wrath from them. 
And when one doth thus interpoſe - 
ANT Orger 
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order to the Atonement of the offended 
party, ſomething is always ſuppoſed to 
be done or ſuffered by him, as the means 
. of that Atonement. As. Facob ſuppo- 
ſed the preſent he made to his Brother 
would propitiate him ; and David ap- 
peaſed the Gibeonites by the death of 
Saul's Sons, both which are ſaid &1Azo- 
(. Sothe ſhedding of the blood of Sacri- 
fs beforeand under the Law, was the 
means of atoning God for the ſins they 
committed. What reaſon can there be 
then why ſoreceiv'd a ſenſe of Atonement, 
both among the Fews, and all other Na- 
tions atthat time when theſe words were 
written, muſt be forſaken; and any o- 
ther ſenſe be embraced, which neither 
agrees with the propriety of the expreſſi- 
on, nor with ſo many other places of 
Scripture; which ' make the blood of 
Chriſt to be a Sacrifice for the Expiation 

of ſin ? 
OfRecon» MII. Neither is it only our Atone- 
ciliation ment, but our Reconciliation 1s attribu- 
I ted to Chriſt too, with a reſpe4t to his 
' Death and Sufferings. As in the place be- 
Rom.s.10. fore inſiſted on. For if when we were ene- 
mies, we were reconciled to God by the 
death of his Son ;. and more largely in the 
2 Cor. 18, ſecond Epiſtle to the Corinthians, And 
19-21. all things are of God, who hath reconciled 
i 
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us-to himſelf by Jeſus Chriff, and hath 

tven to us the miniſtry of reconciliation : 

To wit, that God was in Chriſt reconciling 

the world unto himſelf, not imputing their 
treſpaſſes unto them, and hath committed 

to us the word of reconciliation. For he 

hath made him to be fin for us who knew 

no fin, that we might be made the righte- 

ouſneſs of God in him. And to the Ephe- 
fians, And that he might reconcile both Eph. 2.16. 
unto God in one body by his Croſs, having 
ſlain the enmity thereby, To the ſame 
purpoſe to the Coloſhans, And having made Col. r. xo, 
peace through the blood of his Croſs, by *'***: 
him to reconcile all things to himſelf,” by 

him 1 ſay whether they be things in Heaven 

or in Earth; and you that were ſometimes 
alienated and enemies in your mind by wick- 

ed works, yet now hath he reconciled, in 

the body of his fleſh through death. Two 

things the ſubſtance of Cre/zus his anſwer c1. c. 7; 
may be reduced to concerning theſe /c#.15, :5, 
places. 1. That it is no where ſaid that God "30% 
was reconciled to us, but that we are recon- 

ciled to God, and therefore this reconcilia- 

tion doth not imply any averting of the an- 
ger of God. 2. That none of theſe places 
do aſſert any reconciliation with God ante- 

cedent to our converſion, and ſo that the 
Reconciliation mention'd implies only the 

laying 
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Pſal. 6. 1. 
38. 1, Pſal. 


$.$. 7-18. 
TL. 5. 


Levit. 26. 
30. 


Of the Sufferings 


laying afide our enmity to God by our fins, 


I begin with the firſt of theſe, concern- 
ing which we are to conſider not barely 
the phraſes uſed in Scripture, but what 
the nature of the thing implies; as to 


which a difference being ſuppoſed be- 


tween God and man on the account of 


ſin, no reconciliation can be imagined but 
what is mutual. For did man on)y fall 
out with God, and had not God jult rea- 


ſon to be difpleaſed with men for their 


Apoſtaſie from him? If not, what made 


him ſo ſeverely puniſh the firſt fin that 


ever was committed by man? what made 
him puniſh the old World for their im- 
pieries by a deluge? what made him leave 
ſuch Monuments of his anger againl(t 
the ſins of the World in ſucceeding Ages? 
what made him add ſuch ſevere ſanci- 
ons to the Laws he made to the people 
of the Jews > what made the moſt up» 
right among them ſo vehemently to de- 
precate his wrath and diſpleaſure upon 
the ſenſc of their ſins 2 what makes him 
declare not only his hatred of the ſins of 


men, but of the perſons of thoſe who * 


commit them ; ſo far as to expreſs the 
greateſt abhorrency of them? Nay, what 


Crell.deDeo makes our Adverſaries themſelves to fay, 


& Attrib. 
E. 1. c. 30. 


that impiety is inits own nature bateful s 
| God, 
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God, and ſtirs him up to anger againſt all 
. who commit #t> what means, I fay, all 
this, if God be not angry with men on 
the account of ſin? Well then; ſuppo- 
fiog God to be averſe from men by rea- 
ſon of their ſins, ſhall this diſpleaſure al- 
wayscontinue or not? 1f it always con- 
tioues, men mult certainly ſuffer the 
deſert of their ſins ; if it doth not always 
continue, then God may be ſaid to be 
reconciled in the ſame ſenſe that an of- 
fended party is capable of being reconci- 
led to him who hath provoked him. 
Now there are two ways whereby a par- 
ty juſtly offended may be'ſaid to be re- 
conciled to him that hath offended him. 
Firſt, when he is not only willing toad- 
mit of terms of agreement , but doth 
declare his acceptance of the mediation 
of a third perſon, and that he is ſo well 
fatisfied with what he hath done in order 
to it, that he appoints this to be pub- 
liſhed to the World to aſlure the offen- 
der, that if the breach continues, the 
fault wholly lies upon himſelf. The 
ſecond is, when the offender doth accept 


of the terms of agreement offered, and. 


ſubmits himſelf to him whom he hath 
provoked, and is upon that received in- 
to favour. And theſe two we aſſert 

mult 
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maſt neceſlarily be diſtinguiſhed in the 
reconciliation between God and us. For 
upon the death and ſufferings of Chriſt; 
God dechres to the World he is ſo well 
fatisfied with what Chriſt hath done and 
ſuffered in order to the reconciliation be« 


tween himfelf and us, that he now pub. 


liſhesremiſſionof fins tothe World upon 
thoſe terms which the Mediator hath 
declared by his own dodrine, and the 


Apoſtles he ſent to preach it : But becauſe 


remiſhon of fins doth not immediately 
follow upon the death of Chriſt, with- 
out ſuppoſition of any at on our part, 
therefore the ſtate of favour doth com- 
mence-from- the performance of the cons 
ditions which are required from us. So 
that upon the death of Chriſt God deela- 
ring hisacceptanceof Chriſt's mediation, 
and that the obſtacle did not lie upon 
his part ; therefore thoſe Meſſengers who 
were ſent abroad into the world to per- 
fwade men to accept of theſe terms of 
agreeement, do infiſt moſt upon that 
which was the remaining obſtacle, vx, 
the ſins of Mankind, that men by laying 
aſide them, would be now reconciled 
to God, ſince there was nothing to hin- 
der this reconciliation, their obſtinacy 


in ſin excepted. Which may be a very 
reaſonable 
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reaſonable account why we read more 
irequently in the Writings of the ,A4po- 
ples, of mens duty 'in. being reconci- 
led to God ; the other being - ſuppoſed 
by. them. as \the foundation of their 
preaching, to the world, and. is inſiſted 
on by them upon that account, as is 


clear-in-that place to the Corinthians, 2Cor-5.19, 


That. God was. in Chriſk reconciling) the ** 
Warld to himſelf, not zmputing nnuty men 
their treſpaſſes, and hath committed to us 
the merd of Reconc:liation; and therefore 
adds, Now then we are Ambaſſadors for. 
Chriſt, as thaagh God did.beſeech you by us, 
we pray you in Chriſt's fiead be-ye recenci- 
kd 1oGad ; And leaſt theſe wards ſhould 
em dubigus, he deckresthattherecon- 
ation in-Chriſt-was diftin&t from thar 
recancilation he perſwadesthem to; for 
the-reconciliation-in Chriſt he fuppoſeth 
paſh, ,V«;1$,, Al tbangs- are God, who 
bath. reconciled ug ta himfelf by. Jeſus 


Chriſt, and v.21 he ſhews us how this 


Reconciliation was wrought : For he hath 
made bim to be fin for ug who knew. uo /in, 
that we might be made the righteauſne/s of 


God in him. Cr ellis here finds it necel- cyl. c. r. 
fary to acknowledge a twofold Reconci- /c#- 118: 


liation, but hopes to-eſcape the force of 
this place by a rare diftinRion of the Re- 


conciliation 


Of the Suffermgs 
conciliation as preached by Chriſt, and by 
his Apoſtles ; and ſo God's having' reconck 
led the world to himſelf by Feſus Chriſt "is 
nothing elſe but Chriſt's preaching the G- 
ſpel himſelf, who afterwards committetl 
that Office to his Apoſtles. But if ſuch _ 
ſhifts as rheſe will ſerve to baffle imeris/ 
underſtandings , both they were 'maile, 
and the Scripture were written to very: 
little purpoſe ; for if this had been all' 
the Apoſtle had meant,rhat Chriſt preach- 
ed the fame Doqrine of Reconciliation 
before them, what mighty matter had” 
this —_- to have yore told rhe 
World, that Chris Apoſtles preached 
no other Foy but what their Mas 
fter had preached .before'# eſpecially if" 
no more were meant;by it, bur that men' 
ſhould leave their ſins," and be reconth' 
led to God. But beſides, why "is the 
Miniſtry of Reconciliation, then attribu-' 
ted only to the 4poſtles,and notto Chriſt, 
which ought in the firſt -place'to have” 
been given to him, ſince the- Apoſier- 
did only receive it: from him 2 Why is 
that Miniſtry of Reconciliation ſaid to be, 

Viz. that God was in Chriſt reconciling the” 
World:to himſelf 2 was this all the ſabjeQ 

of the Apoſtles preaching, to tell the 
World, that Chriſt perſwaded wa to 

Fave 
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leave off their ſins? how comes God to 
reconcile. the World to'hinelf by the 
preaching of Chrif, ſince Chrift himſelf 
faith, he-was not fent. to preach to the 
world; but #0 the loſt fre of the ares A 
Bn ao 

the preachirig o t 
| ers Au gpamary Mes. = Gol 
- hbt to zmpute to men tnerr tre 
the indlgy ah of Chriſt, drug eh his 
apotler; if the not'im were no 
more than declaring God's readineſs to 
tardon'; which wascqually done by the 
4 les as by Chrif# himſelf ? Laftly y, 
force or dependance is there in the 
lſ words, - For he mazle him to b+ fin for 
at, who knew 10 fin, &c. if all he had been 
ſpeaking of before +had only related to 
Chriſt's preaching > How was he made 
fs more than the Apoſtles, if he were 
only treated as a finner the account 
of the ſame Doctrine which they preach- 
ed equally with him? and might nor men 
be faid' to be made the righteouſneſs o 
God tn the Apoſtles, as well as in Chrif?, 
if no more be meant, | but being: perſwa- 
ded to be righteous, by the Doctrine de- 
livered to them ? 

In the rwo lattet FYEY Eph. %.16, 
Colofſ. 1. 20. Gc. it w_ that 4 two- # 


fold 
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fol reconciliation is likewiſe menitioned, 


Crell. c. 7. 
ſe. 30. 


the one of the Fews and Gentiles ta-one 
aaorher, the gther of bath of them: to 
God. For nothing can be mare-ridicu- 
lous than the Expalition of Secinys, who 
wpuld have Te ©«9' not to be joyned with 
the Verh, zona? ain, but to and by 
it elf, and to fign ie that this reconcilia- 
tign of the Fems and Gentiles did tend to 
thi ' glory of God. Afhd Creitue, who 
ſtagdgout ar nothing, hopes to bring off 
Soginys bere tor; by ſaying, that iti; 
very common, for the: end 10 wbich a thing 
was apprinted to bt exprefſed by « Dative 
caſe. following the Verb; but he might 
heave ſpatcd his pains 48 proving a thing 
ne oncqueſiions ;;thefhorker anſwer had 
been to have produced one place where 
mug rrdoruy 4 ever tgnifies any 
thing but to be reconciled toGed as the 
offended party; or where-ever the Native 
of 4he perſon following the Verbimpor- 


_ ting#cconciliation, did (ignifie anything 


clic Þut'the party with whom the recon- 
ciation was tobe made. As for that ob- 
}-Qion concerning things in Heaven being 
reconciled ; that phraic doth not import 
ſuch a Reconciliation of. the Angels as of 
Ven, þut that Men-and Angels upon the 
1ccancil;ation of 'Men- to God, become 

one 
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bne body under Chriſt, and are gather- 


, ed together in him, as the Apoſtle ex- 


preſieth ir, Eph. 1. 15. 


XI. 1. Having thus far proved, that ovjegia 
the effects of an Expiatory Sacrifice do ons an« 
belong to the dearh of Chriſt, nothing _ 


now remains but an anſwer to be fnade 
to two ObjeAions, which are common- 
ly infiſted.on by our Adverſaries. The 
firſt is, That God was reconciltd before he 
ſent his Son, and therefore Chriſt could not 
His to reconcile God tous. The ſecond is, 
That the Doftrine of Satisfattion aſſerted 
by us, is inconfiſtent with the freeneſs of 
God's grace in the remiſſion of fins: Buth 
which will admit of an eafie Sojution 
upon the principles of the foregoing dif 
courſe. To the firſt I anſwer, That we af- 


- fert nothing inconſiſtent with that love 


of God ; which was diſcovered in ſend- . 
ing his Son into the world ; we do not 
ſay, That God hated mankind fo mu: h 
on the account of fin, 'thar it was im- 
poſſible he ſhould ever admit of any 
rerms of Reconciliation with them,Whicht 
is the only thing inconſiſtent with the 
preatneſs of God's love, in ſending Chrilt 
into the world; bur we adore and mag- 
nifie the infiniteneſs and unexpreſſible 
greatneſs of his love, that nothwithſtand- 

Y 2 wg. 
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ingall the contempt of the former kind- 
neſs and mercies of Heaven, he ſhould 
be pleaſed to ſend his own Son to die for 
ſinners, that they might be reconciled 
to him. And herein was the preat 
love of God manifeſted , that while 
we were enemies and ſinners, Chriſt died 
for us, and that for this end, that we 
might be reconciled to God by his death. 
And therefore ſurely, not in the ſtate of 
. favour or Reconciliation with God then. 
But it were worth the while, to under- 
ſtand whar it is our Adverſaries mean, 
when they ſay, God was reconciled when 
he ſent his Son, and therefore he could not 
die to reconcile God to us. Either they 
mean, that God had decrecd to be recon- 
ciled upon the ſending his Son, or that 
| he was aQtually reconciled when he ſent 
him: if he only decreed to be reconciled, 
that' was not at all inconſiſtent with 
Chriſt's dying to reconcile God and us in 
purſuance of that decree: if they meao, 
he was aQually reconciled, then there 
was no need for Chriſt todie to recon» 
cile God and us ; but withal, aRtualRe- 
conciliation implies pardon of fin; and 
if fin were actually pardoned before 
Chriſt came, there could be no need of 
his coming at all, and fins would have 
_ © been 
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been | pardoned before committed ;. if 
they were not pardoned, notwithſtand- 
ing that love of God, then it can imply 
no more, but that God was willing to be 
reconciled. If therefore the not-remif- 
ſion of ſins were. conGſtent with, that 
love of God, by which he ſent Chriſt ig- 
to the world, theg notwithſlanding that 
he was yet capable of being reconciled 
by his death. So that our Adverſaries 
are bound-to reconcile that love of God, 
with not,preſently pardoning the ſins of 
the world,.as we are to reconcile it with 
the ends of the death of Chriſt, which 
are allerted-by us. | 
XIV. To the other Obejction,. Con- The free- 
cerning the inconſiſtency of the Freeneſs of yer c 
God's Grace with the Dattrine of | Satis« ferred in 
fation, I anſwer, Either God s Grace is Cn, 
ſo free as to excludeall conditions, or.noti: 1%, ot 
If it be ſo free, as to exclude all congiti- faQtion. 
ons, then the higheſt Autinomianiſmis the 
tru:{t DoRtrine ; for that 1s the. highe(t 
degree of the Freeneſs of Grace,. which 
admits of no conditions at all. If, our 
 Adverfaries ſay, That, the Freeneſs of 
Grace is confſtent with conditions required 
ou our part, Why {hall it not admit. af 
conditions on God's. part? eſpecially, 
when the -condition . xequired, rends fo 
E*'1L highly 
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highly to the end of God's governing the 
wotld, in the manifeſtation of his ha- 
tred'again{t fin,and the vindication of the 
honour of his Laws'by the Sufferings of 


the Son of God- in our ſtead, as an Ex- 


piatory Sacrifice for our fins. Thereare 
rwo things to. be conſidered in fin, the 
diſhogour dorie-to God, by the breach of 
his Laws, and the injury men do to them- 
{.tvesby it ; riow/remiſſjon of fins, that 
reſpeds the injury which meh bring up- 
on themſelves'by it; and- that-is Free, 
whenthe | enalty-15 wholly forgiven, as 
we affert it is by-the Goſpel to all peni- 
tent ſinners: but ſhall not God be free 
ro'vindicate hisown Honour, and to de- 
rare bis righteonſneſs to the world, while 
he is the Juſtifier of them that believe 2 


- Shall men in caſe of Defamation, be 


bound to vindicare themſelves, though 
they freely-forgive the Authors of the 
{flander, by our Adverſaries own Dottrine 2 
ard-muſt it be repugnant to God's Grace, 
to admit of a Propetiatory Sacrifice, that 
the world may underſtand, that it is no 
ſuch eafie rhing+to obtain pardon of ſin 
committed againſt God ; but that as of- 
ten as they conſider the bitter Stfferings 
of Chriſt, in order to the gbtaining the 
forgivenels of  our'fins, that ſhould a 
7, tri; rus _ 


the greateſt Argartient' to difwade them 

from 'the' practice of them + But why 
fouled it be more inconſiſtent with'the 
Sacrifi6evPfChrift; fob God freely topit- 

don 02 think was ever preſtined to/be 

it all the Sacrifices'vf either Jews br Gen» 

tiles > ho all falipoſer Saerificesriceed- 

fary in order to Atonement /atid"'yer 
thought themſelves obliged to the good- 

nels of God in the Remiſſion of their 

fins ? Nay we find that God himſelf, in Gen 20.7. 
the caſe of Abimelech, appointed Abra- 

ham to pray for him, in order to his par» 

don ; And will any' ohe fay, this was a 
derogation to the Grace of God in his 
pardon2 Or to the pardon of Fob's Job 42. 7. 
Friends, beeduſ6 Fob was appointed to Sa- 
crifice for them ? Or to the pardon of 
the Iſraelites, / becauſe God out of kind- 
neſs to them, direqedthem by the Pro- 
phets, and appointed the means in order 
to it? But although God appointed our 
Hi#h-Prieft for us, and out of his great 
love ſent him into the world, yet his 
Sacrifice was. not what was gruen him, 
but what he freely anderwent himſelf ; 
he gave us Chrilt , but Chriſt offered 
up Poe a full, perfeft and ſufficient 
Sacrifice, Oblation and Satisfattion for the 
fins of the world. 


Y 4 Thus; 
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' Thus, Sir, I have now given you's 
larger account of what I then more 
_ diſcourſed of, concerning the trag 

Reaſon of the Sufferings of ;Chriſt; and 

heartily wiſhing you a right we ben? 

ing in all things, and requeſting from 
_ an impartial confideration of what 
[ ye FRO 


I am, 
9 I R, 
Your, Se. 
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This 5 is a fe faithful ſaying and wor thy of all 


goruptation, That Chriſt Jeſus came iv 
. to. the World to ſave Mans), ro 
"whom [ ans chief. . 

J; 


F. theſe Words” were to'i\be under- 


— Limitation that Chriſt” 
 iuto theWorld ro ſave oped 
would:' overthrew the great roo oven 
the Goſpel, and:make its Excelltene:Pre- 
+ ta _ = $-renragers hy to 
whatparpole {Houta men be/put upon 
the ſevere Praftice of Repentance, Mor- 


tification 
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tification and a continued Courſe of a 
Holy Life, if the meer being Sixers did 


ſufficiently qualifie them for Salvation? | 


This indeed would 'be thought a Do- 
Arine worthy of all cceptation by the | 


grefteſt Singers 5. bt it could not bea 


faithful faying, being not agreeableeither |*: 


to the Nature of God, or, Revelation of 


his Will by Chriſt Jeſus. Bur S. Paul [if 
ſpeaks. of: ſuch .S»zers.. as . himſelf had Pr 


been; 5. &. ſach as had been preat” Sia- 
ners, but had'truly and fincerely repen- 
ted. Of whom 7 am chief. What then? 
Muſt we look on him as the Standard 
and Meaſure of ſuchiSiumers whom Chriſt 
Feſus came to ſave? What will then be- 
come of all-thoſewho have bee. Sit 
ners. of a higher Rank:thian-ever he was? 
It's true-itr. the Verſes before the Text, 
he ſets out his Sins, as 'a humble Pgnt-” 
tent is wont to do, with the worſt Co-': 
loursanddcepeſt Aggravations, Who was . 


before a blaſphemer and. a perſecutor, and 
injurious ;*burt yet he adds;that he obtained -|. 


Mercy becauſe he did it iguorantly, in un-. | 
belief. \ How: thea is:;S- Paul the: Chief 
of Sinners? Are Sins of {gnorance and 
Miſtake the greate(t :of- Sins, for' which. 
Chriſt: died 2 Is there: nb Expiation for 


_ anyoother-by Jeſus Chriſt +: What mY ! 
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become then of all. ſuch who ſin.agaioſt 
knowledge and. Conſcience, and. not. 5x 
hpuorance and Unbelief? Can, none. of 
theſe hope for Mercy. by Chriſt. Jeſus, 
athough they dotruly Repent# But the 


wfromall Six; not, while we, continue 
n them, but if we: 
And Jeſus Chrit is ed to be. 
Propitzation for our Sins; and not for ours 


mly, but for the Sins of the whole World. 


1And. therefore this Expreſſion of S. Paw 


notes his great Humility and. deep Senſe 


clude others. from the hopes of Pardon 
whoſe Sins have other Aggravationsthan 
his had. For, if we leave out the laſt 
words as peculiar to his Caſe, yet-the 
other contain in thema true Propoſition 


; [10d of the greateſt Importance to Man- 


kind; This is a faithful ſaying and wor- 
thy of all acceptation, that Chriſt, Jeſus 
tame into the world to ſave finners. 
'This, you may. fay, is a matter out 
of all doubt among all ſuch who hope 


[for Salvation, by. Chriſt; Jeſus ; for al 


ae agreed, that one way or other weare 
to be ſaved by him, But there is great 


[Difficulty as - the Way of ſaving. /iv- 
ers by Chriſt Feſus ; whether by the Do- 


arine 


of . his own Sins ; but doth not -ex- 
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Blood of Chriſt is (aid elſewhere to cleanſe ; Job. 1.7: 
repent and forlake Ch. 2. V.2- 


334 


- make a Religi 


it, that fo Men of Reaſon may. nor be 


Men (by their own Authority ) a 


| A Sernion' preachid 
Arine and Example of the Man Chriſt 3. | | 
ſus, by the Power be attained through bij. 
s; Or, by the Eternal Son of God'i/ $ 


uning our Nature and ſuffering 'in ou 1 
in order to the Reconciling God to us| 


7 


aud niabing a Propitiation | for bur Sim [1 


Theſe are two very different Zyp pothinll p 
gry Chrift't roming to : 
- and the former ſeems ow fic | 
tobi undefined ind behaved. ndithe [x 
other ſcemsro have Inſuperable D | 
Releken ins tte hd ap 
Religion 1nto erres, W { 
our Faith and make Chriſtianity 4 : 
Contemptible to Men of Senſe an 
derſtanding. 1s it not therefore n 
better to embrace ſuch a Scheme-of it; 
ds will have the lealt Objetior againitÞ® 


tempred to Infidelity, and Men of Supet-J 
ſition may not urider the Colour of #1" 
feeries bring in the moſt Abfurd rod Us 
reaſonable ines ? 

Theſe are plauſible Infinuations wh 
would we to prevail on conſidering 
Mens minds, if they were to form anc 
n char might be moſt ac-Þ: 
conumodated to the Genius and — 
of the Age rhey hve in. And truly n 


pretend} 
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4e.| pretend to a Right to impoſe on-- others 


od';} which are above'their. Capacity to 
ou Jderſtand. But that is not our caſe ; for 
ah » we all: profeſs ro believet:and: receive 


im, Chriſt ianity as 'a'Divine Revelation; and 
eſe God ( we fay') may require from us 
A: > belief of what we may nor be able 
kl 
| tion which we all- own ; 'and-if they be, 

ye are bound to believe them, although 
Fi 'weare nor able to comprehend them. 
bes - Now here are two Remarkable, Cha- 
pet: racers in -theſe Words; (by: 'which 'we 
may cxamin thefe different-Hypotheſes 


Us| concerning the iey of Relwoiedy Feſes 
| | Cbrift. 


> comprehend, if it: relates 
to Himielf or "ſuch things which are 
conſequent upon” the Union of the Di- 


r buſinels is t.edpſider; whether any 
bebe be contained in that 'Revela- 


wif J.- #is 2 faithfull ſaying, and therefore 


+muſt -be contained -in that Revelation 
which God hath -made concerging our 
8&P" Salvation by Ghrift, - + 

gal | IE: 7.75 worthy of all Acceptation; 3. e. 
<Cqrpanery and beneficial ro Mankind. 


& | 


cn} Now 


and Human Nacure:. 'Tlierefore 
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bby any Myſteries of Faith; orany ſuch things 
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they gave ſufficient Evidence of their 
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| Now by theſe two I ſhall procceed if 
the Examination of them. 


|| Which i 1s moſt egrecable' © to the 
Revealed Will-of God. 
I1.--Which-- doth offer faireſt for this 
Benefit and Advantage of Mans 


kind; # | "09 


[. Which is moſt agreeable to there) 


vealed Will of-God.” For that - we are/ 
ſure is the moſt faithfull ſaying ; ſince' 


Meth of 'Wit and Reaſon may deceive us, 
but God catinot. ' When 'the Apoſtles: 
firſt preached this Doctrine to theWorldy 


they were not bound to (believe what! 


they affirmed to be a faithfull ſaying till 


Authority from God, by the wonders 
full Afiſtahce:of the Holy Ghoſt; But: 
now this faithfull ſaying. is contained in 
the Books of the New Teſtament, by" 

which we are to judge of \ the Tritth of 


all Chri/tzan Dodtrines.' And when two' 


different Senſes of Places of Scripture 
are offer'd, we are toconſider, whichis 
moſt Reaſonable to be preferr'd. © And 
herein we are allow d'toExerciſe our Reas' 
fon 2s much as we pleaſe ; and the more 
we 
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we do ſo,» the ſooner we. ſhall come to 
Satisfaction in this matter. 
{ N6w- according |to:Reaſon. we may 
joe that Senſe to be preferr'd, - 

):Which is moſt.-plain  and-eafie 
and- agreeable to:the-moſt receiv'd:Senfe 
of. Wards: not- that which is:forced-and 
iatricate, .or which puts: uniproper. and 


| metaphorical Senſes. upon Words which 


are commonly : taken-in other Senſes 5 
eſpecially. when. it: is: no. Sacramenital 


| thing, which 1186 Carre aerre iO RES 


rative. 

o:() (That which ſuits moſt with the 
| Scope and Deſign not only of the'parti 
cular Places, but of thewhole NewTefa- 
ment zy/ which is, to magnifie God and to 
, depreſs: Man? to ſet forth, the lafinite 
Love andCondeſcenſion of God is 
his $Sou-tv heva P ohy (age poet our Sins 3 
to ſet up the Worthip:of one zrue God in 
Oppoſition'to Creatures ;\ to Repreſent 
and. Declare the mighty Advantages 
Mankind. receive by the Sufferings: of 
Chriſt Jeſus. 


(3-) 'That which hath been generally 


receiv'd i in the Chriſtian Church to be the 
Senſe of thoſe places. For, weare certain, 
this was always look'd on as a matter 


of great Qoncernment to all Chriſtians 5 
Z atid 
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and they had as great Capacity. of under« 
ſanding th= Senſe'.of the HPO, and 
the Primitive Church had greater 


for knowing it-than others at ſo: 


greatet Diſtarice. And therefore why 
Senſe is-not to be taken from modern: 
Truentions, or Criticiſms, or pretences to: 


Revelation; 'but that which was-at firſt 
deliver'd to the Chriſtian Church and hach 


been-fince received and enibraced-by:it 
: and hath been.moſt 
erted, when 1t hath: met 


in thefeveral 
ſtrenyouſly 
Oppobrioa, as founded on Scriptare 
and the general Conſent of the Chriſtian 
Church: 


»(4:)- That which beſt agrees withthe 
Chira&ers of thoſe Perſons from; whom 
werecive the Chriftian Faith; and thoſe 


Chrift Jeſus and his bot Apoſtle Len 

7 ot their. 1xthority bevoll, -our 

15.gone ; and :their Authoricy pi 
upon their Sixcerity..and Farthfaulneſs, 

and-Care to inform/the World aright in 

matters of ſo.great Importance. 


(4.) -Ibegin withithe Character which 
the-Apoltles give of Chriſt Feſus himlelf; 
which'is, that he was a Perſon of the 
greateſt Humility and Condeſcenſion, 
that: he did not aſſume to himſelf ary 

whic 
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which he might jaſtly have done. For 
ler the Words "of S. P1ul be underſtood 
i as to the "Natare, or Diguity of 
nes it is certain that they muſt im- 
ly thus much, that when Chriſt Jeſus 
wi here on Fatth: he was not of a vain 
rang humour, "that he did not boaſt 
of RY f, nor mag nifie his own Great- 
neſs, but was opened to be look'd-on 
as other Men; althovgh be had at that 
time far reater and Diviner Excellency 
in him than the World wouid believe. 
Leſs This this, cannot be wy of thoſe 
Words 6f the Apoſtle, Who be 2 hon Phil.+.6,7. 
form of God, bet thought it not robbe 
be equal with God, T5 made himſel A = 
Re orion, and rok. upon him the formof 


a Servant. 
Now this beirg the Charafer given 
of him,let Recon what he dotha 


concerning himſelf. For: although he 
was far from drawing the People after 
him, by ſetting forth his own Perfecti- 
ons ; yet upon juſt Occaſions, when 
the "Yews conteſted with him , 'be did 
Aſfert fuch things, which muſt favour 
of Vanity and O entation, or elſe muſt 
imply that he was the Eternal Son of God. 
For, all Mankind are agreed that the 


higheſt degree of Ambition lies in Aﬀe- 
Z 2 Qing 
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Qing Divine Honour, .or for a meer Man 
to be thought a God... How ſeverely did 
God puniſh Zered for being pleaſed with 
Af 12.2, the Peoples folly in crying out, the 
Voice of God and not of Man? Andthere- 
fore he could never; have born, with ſuch 
poſitive Aſſertions. and ſuch "repeated 
Defences of his being the Sox of God in 


ſuch a manner as implied his being fo. 


from Eternity. This in his Diſputes with 

the Jews he affirms ſeveral times, that 

Joh. 6. 32, he came down from Heaven, not in a Me 
33- taphorical but in a proper Senſe, as ap- 
38. 50. Pears by thoſe words, What axd if ye ſhal 
58. 62. ſee the Son of Man aſcend up where he was 
before 2 In another Conference he gſſert- 

Joh:$. 58.ed,. that he was before Abraham. Which 
the Jews ſo literally underſtood, that 

v.59 without a Metaphor they went about to 
ſtone him ; little imagining that by Abra- 

ham the calling of the Gentiles was to be 
underſtood. But above all, is that Ex- 


preſſion, which he'uſed to the Fews at ano | 


Jok.10.30, ther Conference, / and my Father are 
one ; Which they underſtood 1in ſuch a 

v. 3x. manner that immediately they took up 
ſtones to have ſtoned him. What means 

all this Rage of the Fews againſt him? 

What? for ſaying that he had Unity of 

Conſent with his Father 2 No certainly. 

| But 
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But the Fews miſunderſtood him. Let us 
ſuppoſe it ;. would not our Savioar have 


. immediately explained himſelf. to '\pre- 


vent ſo dangerous'a\ MiſconſtruQion-? 
But he--asked, them, what it was they 
ſtoned; him for > They anſwer him" di-. 


rely and plainly,: becauſe thatsbba'be- 7: 32, 33 


jug a man makeſt thy ſelf God. This was 
home to the purpoſe. \ And here was/the 
time for him to havedenied it, if. ir had 
not been ſo But doth he deny it's Doth 
he ſay, 'it would be'Blaſphemyin him to 
own it?-Noz but he goes about to de- 
fend it; and proves it tobe no Blaſphemy 


34! 


for hins to\ſay that \he was the Son of God pv. 36. 


ie, fo az to be Gody.2s the Fews under» 
ſtoodit.' Can weimagine that a meer May 
knowing himfelf-to be ſuch, ſhould-Af- 
ſume'this to himſelf; and yet God+ito 
bear witneſs to him not only by Miracles 
but by 8 Voice from Heaven, wherein he 


was called his beloved Sow' in whom hewas nar. 3.17. 


wel pleaſed > Could God be pleaſed+vith 


| a mortal; finite, deſpicable Creature, as 


the Jews thought him, that aſſumed'to 
himſelf to be God, and maintained and 
defended'it among his own People, in a 
ſotemn Conference at a very Publick Place, 
in one of 'the Portico's of the Temple? 
And this he perſiſted in to the laſt. - For, 
| "'S'3 when 


#*% 
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when the High. Frieftadjured bimby the: 
Matth. 26. living God - fo teh; mbether be. were the" 
63. Chriſt the Sou ef God;: {for he, no doubt, 


had heard of theiReſult of this Conference, 


v. 64. in Solomon's Porch) Jeſus ſaid unto bim;' 

Mark 14- Thou haſt ſaid.' iS: Mark, more. expreſly, 

Jeſus jaid, I am. And this was the Blaſe 

phemy, fat which they:put himtodeath; 

v. 64. aS:appears by the. Evangelifts.': So that 

this' ought to be a Diſpute only between: 

Matth.26. Jews and Chriſtians ; furice-itwas the very! 

66. point, for which they-condemaed him to: 

death.: And in his laſt moſt divine Prayer: 

juſt. before his ſuffering, he-owns, the 

Glorywhich he had with the. Father before 

Lok. 22. the World had a being. And now, 0 Far. 

71. ther, tfie thow mg with the glorywhich: 

Joh-17: 5: 7 had with thee, hefare the World:was; 

Was this nothing . but -the G/ory which 

God: had deſigned-to give him 2: This is 

ſo far {rom being peculiar ro Chriſt, that 

- it &:cammon. to.all whom Ged deſigns 

to glorifie ; and takes away. the-diſtio- 

ion between the-Decree and the Exc» 
cation of it. 3 £150} 

(2) As to the | Hpoſiles, the: Reaſon 
we believe their Teſtamony. is, that they 
were:Men of great Sinceruy and -Plain- 
neſs, and of great Zeal for the Honour 
and Glory of God. And + 

t 
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this Charadter, let us examine what they 
ſay. concerning Chriſt Feſus. 
\He:thas. was moſt; converſant with 


343 


him) and beloved. by.-him; and-lived''to 
ſee-his Divinity conteſted by ſome, and 


denied by-others, is. moſt. ample. in fer- 
ting it forth in his; Admirable, Sublime; 
and Divine Introduction to his Goſpel. 
Which all the Wit of- Mankind can never 


make tolerable Senſe) of, if they- deny 


Chriſt 's. being the Eternal Son of | ; 
and-it. is he, that hath- preſerved thoſe 
Conferences with the, Fews, wherein) he 
lerts/his-own Divenity, } 
.- $,Paulwas a Stranger-to bim/while h 
lived; but at the ſame_time when he 
was fo. zealous to-perſwade the Gentiles 
to: the War/hip. of Gow and:not of Crea- 


oh.1, 1,2, 
c. 


tures," he calls him God; over at, bleſſed Rom. g. 5, 


} .he ſaith,: that 
the Eternal Power: ang.Godhead are known 


by the Creation of the World, he attributes 


the Creation of all things to Chriſt, apply- 


Rom.1.20. 
Col. 1.16. 


ing.tQ him thoſe words of the BR ſalniſt; Heb. 1. 2» 


Thou Lord. in the beginning haſh. laid'\the 
Foundation. of the Earth and the Heaven, 
the Wark of thy hands. Which cannot 
be uaderſtoodof'any Metaphorical Crea- 
£i0n.. : 


And afer- the Aixiftelt Examination 


10, 


L 4 of 
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of Copies, thoſe will be found the-bef}; 
which have that Reading on which-out 
Tranſlation is grounded. And-wirhour 


7 Tie. 3. Controverfie great u the Myſtery of Gval« 


 lineſs, God w21s manifeſt in the Fleſh.” '' $9 


that God's being: manifeſt in the Fleſ'is 


made a great Parrof the Myltery of Thei- 
ſtranity. | 


But | here avi a Difficulty, which 


deſerves to be conſidered ; 7.-e. If rhers 


* wete nothing 'in-the 'Chriſtian \D6- 


* Arine, but the Way" of Saving finvers 
* by: the DoQrine' and Examplar of 
P ' Chriſt, there would: be littl&ObjeRi- 
© on to: bemade to it; ſince the obrain- 
1g Eternal Life 'is certainly the' beſt 
© thing canbe propoſed to Mankind, and 
* the Precepts of Chriſt are Divine-and 
&« Spiritual, Plain arid Eafie to be: Under: 
©. flood; and Apretable to the — 
RW « Mankind but many other things are 
* itnpoſed on Men as neceſſary" to be bes 
© lieved concerning Chriſt Feſus, as to his 
6 Divinity, Incarnation, and the Hypo 
\&  Nardras ©nion of both Natures, which 
; perplex ahd confoand our Underftand- 
& ings; and yet theſe things are not ohly 
+ deliver'd as Myſteries of - the Chriſtian 


*. Faith; but the Belief of them Ln TE; $4 
*-quized as neceſlary : to the Salvation 1 
2X2 | & | cc i 
£2 27. | , : - of f 
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# of Sinners; whereas, if they are _ 
«.yealed theyarensl wer Myſteriesza 
«.if they are not Revealed,” how Ke 
© they to be made Articles of 'Faith 2 

© The Scri yre knows of no other My- 
Geties of Faith bat ſuch as were h 

«Jen before ' ths | Revelation) of them, 

© but ſince they arg 'Revealed they are 
*/pkin and open toall-mens Capacities ; 
«#hd:rherefore its a feat Injury to the 
*Plainneſs and Simplicity of the Goſpel 
* to impoſe ſuch deapretindibfs My» 
| © Nerics? as Neeeſliry'Artieles of Faith ; 
4 and ivisabuſl theCredulity of Man- 
* kind, to makeſyeh'things' "iveeſry 
<:xg bs believed; i which are impoſlible 
E.to be underſt60d. But thoſe who have 
« ever laved to' deceive and abuſe the 

< reſt of the World, have been always 
«: f6#x& of' the Name'cf Myfteries ; and 
 ©therefore'all'ſuch chings are r6 be ſuſ- 
| ©  pected;! which'corfie under that Name. 

* For; aM ſuch Points which will not 

6: bear Examination, muſt be wrapt up 

«* 4hd Reverenced: under the ' Name'of 

* Myſteries, that is, of things to'be ſival- th 

© Jow'd without being underſtood: But |, My- 

$ | the Scripture never calls that a Myſte- = Ec. 
FR 'y which; is Incomprehenfible in it ſelf, *: 5 
-»a « though never fo muth revealed. ' 


This 
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bis iq tho main force of - the Objo-- 
Fara which: 1 ſhall: endeavour: to the 
min by ſheming, er 3 


$7 i ! 


'T 
-(4) That God 1anay- jultly; kn 
from us. in-general; ; the Beliet- of 
... what we cannot comprehead.-;.! - 
- (a): Thay which way ſoever the Way: 
_ ef Salvation by -Chri/t be explain- 
ed, there will beſomeching of thar 
Nature found-in it ; and that; thoſe 
- who reje the MyGeyies Apr Fail 
TUB: -into, greater Difficu 
thoſe whoaſſer theme) -: #6! 
G d? Meg mg pond ie Pa <Þ\ 
ry- Article of hath than what 
ER plainly and ckarly Revealed. 


(3) That: God- way: juſtly: require 
from 1s: in general, the; Belief of ,whar 
we. cannot. comprehend, | It..is! to-very 

- litzle; purpoſe, to; enquire, whether, qhe 
Ward: Myſtery in Scripture be-applied: to 

ſuch:, particular DoRtrines,, whoſe Sub» 
| Nance {is revealed, but. the magnep. of 
them izi6 incomprehenſible by vs;-.for 
why:maynov"'we meke-uſe of. ſuch 8 
Ward: wberchy:: we mer 
_ but, above-.ayr. Cem 
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on: Weare certaih the Word Myſery.is: 


_ uſed for things far leſs difficult.and-ab+ 
ſire; and why may-'it natthen. be-fir= 
ly. apphed to ſuch matters, which; are 
founded on Diving Reyelation, | þut-yer 
are/too-deep+for us.to go to the bottom 
of them ? Are therenon. My/eries in Arts, 
Myſteries 1n Nature, Myſteries in Provis 
dence?--And what Abſurdity i 15 there to 
callthoſe Myſteries, which in ſome- _ 
ſure are knowg; but. 10 much 
unknown to -_ LOOT _ ore in 
thaLanguag ipture-it 
that theword Myfieryis molt tne 
applied, 20. things before hidden, but now 
revealed, yet there is 00 ner in 
_ calling thats Abfary, which being re- 
vealed, hath yet fometbing i io 4t-which 
que-underſta cannot reach: to.-But 
it is meer Cavilling to.infilt og.a Word, 
if'tbe., Thing. ix.felf be granted.” The 
chief thing/ thetefore-;to-be done: is, to 
ſbew tha God may 
belich of- ſob things which are-incom- 
prehentible by us-../For, God may re- 
quire any thing from ws, which it 1s rea» 
 lonable! for, us£0 do ;-if it be. then-rea- 
ſonable for us tro-give: Aſſent! where the 
manger of what: Ged hath revealed is not 
comprehended, then Ged may certainly 
require 


require from us. tha 
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require it from us. Hath not God re- 
vealed to-us, that in fix 'days he made. 

- Heaven and Earth and all that is there- 

#2 But is it not reaſonable for us'to' 
believe this,: unleſs we are able to coms. 
prehend the manner'of God's 'produdti- 

on of things? Here'we have ſomething 
revealed and that plainly-enough, viz. 

that God created all things, and yet,here 

is a Myſtery remainitig'as to. the manner; 

of doing it. Hath not God plainly T& 

vealed that there ſhall be a Reſarreftion: 

of the dead? and/ muſt we think'ituns! 
reaſonable to believe it, till-we are able: 

to comprehend all rhe! changes of the 
Particles of Matter from 'the Creation to 

the General Reſarre##d#5. But it is faid- 

that there is noContradition in this, ' but 

there is in the Myſtery of the Trinity 'and 
Incarnation. It is ſttange Bolcneſs in 
05ſervati- Men to talk thus of Monſtrous Contradi- 
on 47.:: Hons in'things above their Reach. The 
four Let- Atheiſts may as well (ay; Infinite P oper 
reres P-4 is & Monftrour Contradittion; and God's 
Inmesfity and his other unſearchable Per- 
fecions are « Mowuſtrous | Paradoxes and 
Contradiftions. Will Men never learn to 
diſtinguiſh between Numbersand the Na- 

, ture of Things 2 For three to be one'is 2 
Contradiftion in Numbers; but' whether 

an 
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a0 Infinite Nature can communicate: it 
ſelf to three different Subfiftences with- 
out ſuch a Divi/ion as is among Created 
Beings, mult nor be determined by: bare 
Numbers, but by the. Abſolute Perfed4i+ 
ons of the Divine Nature; which muſt 
be owned to be above our Comprehen- 

ON. | 
. For let us examine ſome of thoſe Per- 
feftions which are moſt clearly revealed 
and- we ſhall find this true. The Scri- PG. go.2. 
pture plainly reveals, that Ged.is from R*v*! 1 4- 
everlaſting to everlaſting; that he was and © 
zs and is to come ; but ſhall we notbelieve 
_ ej of be "I = are able to fa- 
thom Abyſs of God's Eternity 2.1 ... 
am apt to think (and I have ſome — 4 
thoughtful Mea concurring .with. me) 5-- 
that there is no greater Difficulty,in the ?:rov.de 
Conception of the 7rinity and ncarnati- __ 
on, than there is of Eternity. Not, but 4 
that there is great Reaſon to believe it ; 
but from hence it appears that our Rea- 
ſon may oblige us to believe ſome things 
which it is not poſſible for us to compre- 
hend. . We know that either God muſt 
have been for ever, or it is PIN 
ever ſhould be; for if he ſhould come 
into Being when he was not, he muſt 
' have ſome Cauſe of his Being; and that 
which 


4 ad 
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which was the firſt Cauſe would be God 
But,” if he was for ever he muſt be is 
himfelf; and what Notion or Concept: 
on can we have,in our Minds'co 
ingit? And yer, Arheiftical men can" 
no Advantage from fence ; becauſe theft 
own moſt abfurd 'Z7 ypothefis hath rhe 
very ſame Difficulty in it. For ſorh& 

thing muſt have been for pet Fl 
is far more reaſonable to ſuppo a 
an Infiniteand Eternal Mind, dew 
Wiſdotn® and Power and Goodnels"t6 
pive to other thiogs, than of d 
ſtupid and ſenfleſs Matter, which 
never move it ſelf, nor give Being ON 
ny beſides. Here we have there- 
fore a thing, which muſt be' owned 
all; and yet ſuch'a thing which | 
beconceived by none. | Which ſhews tk 


narrownels he ſtortnels of our Dates 


ſtandings, and how utifit they are to be 
the Meaſures of the Poffibilities of thi 
Vain mien would be wiſe ; they would' fa 
go to the very bottom of things, when 
alas! they farce underſtand 'the very 
Surface" of them. They will allow 10 


| Myſteries in Religion ; and. yet every 


thing is a Myſtery to them. "They cry 
out"bf Cheats and Impoſtures under the 


Notion of mypertes ; and yet there is 
not 


oy | 
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nota Spire of Graſs but'is # Myſtery. to 
hear} They wiltiiber with nothing in Re- 
ligion' which' they" eannot comprehend, 
and'yet there'is ſcarce'any 1 
World -which they can 
above other things: the Divove | 
ons; even thoſewhich are:moſt Abſe- 
tute an ep myo theirReach. 
Far tet fach Men:try their Impginations 
bout God's Ererwity,: not how 
he ſhould'/be from hind(elf, but how -God 
ſhould-coexiſt with alt che Difſetences of 
Times, and yet there be no Succeſſion in 
his-own Being; 1. do-hot fay there is 
ſuch Difficulcy to-ronceive a Rock Nan- 
ding/ſtill when rhe Wavesrun by: it; or 
the-Gromon of a Dial-when. the Shadow 
paſſes from one +Figure'to another ; be- 
cauſe theſe are/' groſs unaQtive. things ; 
but. the Difficulcy- is far greater where 
, the Being is Perfect and always Adtive. 
For, where there is Succeſſion there is a 


40 the 
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tion/into being in it 3' which is not con- 
 fiftent wich the - Abſolute PerfeQion' of 
the Divine Nature. And therefore God 
muſt be all at oncewhar he i is; without 
any Reſpe& to the Difference of Time 
paſt, /preſent or to come. From whence 


Eternity was defined by Boethius to be a 
> perfett 


paſling'out of not being in ſuch a dura- 
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be genera Judy nem; Jour re ns 
or a,Concinuance of being avg | 


this Caſe, / as to God's Eternity; to, 
a clear and diſtin /dea in our Mind,; 
that which. both - Rea/ov. and peveleik 
convince us mult be;  [Themoſt wecat 
make of our Conception-of it. is, -that; 
God: hath, neither /Beginoing of ings 
nor, End of Days; -but that purer al 

was and always muſt be. - And this:is | 
ther a neceſſary Concluſion fromReaſon| 


and-Scripture, than any diſtin Notion 


or Conception of Eternity in our Minds, 
From whence it evidently. follows, that 


God may reveal ſomeching.to us, whiol 


we are bound: ta believe, .aad'yet after: 
that Reyelation the Manner of ic maybe: 
1Ncom uf py by-us, and conequened 


ly a Myſtery to 1is. 
, y 4 Hath 


ceſlion >, For, it. is impdlible |for av 
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_Hath not God Revealed to us.in Scri- 
pture the Spirituality of his own Nature? 8. Joti. 4 

That he zs a Spirit, and therefore will be *+ 

worſhipped in Spirit and in Truth; For, 
that is a true Reaſon why Spiritual Wor- 
ip ſhould be moſt agreeable to him. 
ow, if we could have a clear, diſtin 
poſitive Notion in our minds of God's 
Spiritual Nature, we might then pre- 
tend that there.is nothing my/terrous in 

this, fince it is revealed.. _..- -. 
. But let ſuch men Examine their own 
thoughts about. this matter ; and try, 
whether the utmoſt they can attain to, 
be not ſomething Negative, viz. becauſe 
eat Abſurdiries would follow if we at- 
tributed any. thing Corporeal to God ; 
for, then he muſt be compounded of 
ts, and fo he may be diſſolved ; then 
e muſt be confined to a certain place, 
and not every-where- preſent ; he can- 
not have the Power of Acting and Self 
determining which .a meer Body hath 
ot: For the cleareſt Notion we can 
we.of Body, is, that it is made up of 
ſome things as. parts of ir, which may 
be ſeparated from each other; and 1s 
confined to a certain place, and hath no 
| Power:to move or act from it ſelf. But 
\ fome bf theſe men who cry down My- 
A a . fteries 
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feeries and magnific Reaſon, toſhew how 
ſlender their pretenices 'to, Reaſon are, 
have aſſerted a Corporeal God, with Shape 
and Figure. It was indeed, well thought” 
of'by Thoſe who would' make a Mas to' 
be God, to: bring God down as near to 
Man as might be.” But how to Recon- 
cile the Norion of a Body with Infinite' 
Petfedions, is a Myſtery to me, and far 
above 'ny - Comprehenſion. But if it 
be no Myſtery. to ſuch Men, they muſt 
either deny God's Infinite Perfeftons or 
ſhew how a bodily Shape can be capable 
of then.” But ſore men 'can confound 
Finite and Tufinite, Body and Spirit, Goff 
and Mas, and yet are for no Myſteries; 
whereas theſe things are farther from 
otir Reach and Comprehenſion, than a- 
ny of -choſe DoQtrines whith they find 


fault with. But to proceed. 

"If we believe Prophecy,. we muſt be- 
lieve God's fore-knowledge f future events: 
For, how could they be fore-rold jf he 
did not fore-know them 2 And if he'did 
fore-know thoſe which he :did' fore-tell, 
then it was either becauſe thoſe only 
were revealed to him which is incon- 
ſiſtent with” the Divine PerfeQtions ; or 
that he.doth fore-know all other Events 


and only thought fitting to Reveal theſe: . 


But 
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But how can they ſolve the Difficulties 
abour Dzvine Preſcience? Is thereno My- 
fery in this? Nothing above their Com-+ 
prehenſion?* What ' then made their 


his Comprehenſion? Bzcauſe-| nothing 
can be fore-known but what hath a-cer- 
tain Cauſe, and therefore, if evil Adis 
ons be fore-told, God muſt he the Cauſe 
of them, and Men will not be. free A- 


tain, that rhie Sufferings of Chriſt by che 
Wickedneſs of Men, were fare-told. 


What then 2 Mut we make God the Ay- 


thor of  Sin?. God fothid: Will the 
righteous Jude of all the Earth, puniſh 
Mankind for his awn Acts, which they 


-could not avoid? Then we. mult yield, 
that there is ſomething in the manner of 


the Divine Preſcience, which is above 


"our Comprehenſion. - And the. moſt 


Searching and Inquiſitive Men have been 


Forc'd to yield'ir at laſt, 4940 the Cons 
-necion' between the Certainty of Pre- 
ſcience and the Liberty of humane Acti- 
ons. Ts it not then muchibetter to. fit - 
"down quietly at firſt, Adoring the Inft- 


niteneſs of God's incomprehenſible Per- 


gents in them; And yet it is molicer- - 


35s 


great Maſter deny it, as-a thing.above Sin Prob 


"feQtions, than after all the huffings and &6;;4,; i 
difputings of Men to ſay, {nu {gnorantid 1. q. 2x: 
Aaz Jola * # 
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ſold quietem invenio, as the great Schogl- | this 
man did? Surely then, here is ſomes | Reli 
thing plainly revealed, and yet theman- |* a 
ner of it is ſtill a Myfery tous. 1 |* o 

I ſhall not now inſiſt on'any moreof | * 7/ 
the particular Attributes of God ; but 
only in general I defire to know, whe- 
ther they believe them to. be fnite or in- 
finite? If to: be finite, then they muſt 
have certain bounds and limits: which | © k 
they cannot exceed ; and: that muſtge | © t 
ther be from the imperfeftion: of /Na- 
ture, or from a Superiour Cauſe, borh 
which are-repugnant to the very Being | 
of God. If they believe them to be is- 
fnite, how can they comprehend rhem? | © a 
We are ſtrangely puzled in plain, ondi- | © ! 
nary, finite things ; tut it-is madneſsito | * \ 
pretend to'comprehend what is /nfinite; | * c 
and yet if the PerfeQions of God'be | 
not finite they cannot - belong:/40 | to 
Him. © + + W077 745; 

I ſhall only add,” in: Conſequence-{to | thi 
this Aſſertion, That if nothing s to be bes | Be 
lieved, but: what may be comprehended, g 

Þc 


' the 'very Being of God muſt be: rejected 

' too, | And therefore I defireall fuch who | 
- talk ſo warmly againſt anyMſteries in | to 
 * Religion, to conſider whate work it-1s | 8 
they are doing ; even'theirs who _ i 
EDS 
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this pretence go about to overthrow all 
Religion. © For, ſay they, Religzon is 
«a Myſtery in its own Nature ; not this 
* or that, or- the otker Religion ; but 
* they are al alite, all is Myſtery; and 
* that is but another Name for Fraud 
*and Impoſture. What were the Hea- 
© thew Myſteries but. tricks of Prieſt- 
* craft ; and ſuch are maintained and 
* kept up in all kinds of Religion. If 
* therefore theſe men, who talk againſt 
* Myſteries underſtand themſelves, they 
® muſt in purſuance of their Principles 


® reje one God, as well as three Perſons ; 


© For, as long as they believe an Infinite 


*and Incomprehenſible Being , ' ir is 


* Nonſeaſe to rejeR any other Dodrine, 
* which relates to an [finite Being, be- 


* cauſe it is /acomprebenfible. 


- But yet theſe very Men, who ſeem 
to purſue the Conſequence of this Prin- 


ciple to_ the urmoſt, muſt aſſert ſome» 
thing more incomprehenſible than the 


Being of God. For, | appeal to any man 


| of common Underſtanding, whether” it 


be not more agreeable to Reaſon to ſup- 
poſe Works of Skill, Beauty and Order 


'to be the Effects of a Wiſe and Intelli- 
fer Being, than of Blind Chance and 


naccountable Neceflity ; whether it 
Aa 3 be 
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ſold quietem invenio, as the great School. 
man did? Surely then, here is ſome 
thing plainly revealed, and yet the man- 
ner of it is ſtill a Myfery to us. 

T ſhall not now infiſt on'any more'of 
the particular Attributes of God , but 
only in general I defire to know, whe 
ther they believe them to be fnite or in- 
finite? If to be finite, then they muſt 
have certain bounds and limits which 
they cannot exceed; and: that muſtej- 
ther be from the imperfe&tion of /Na- 
ture, or from a Superiour Cauſe, both 
which are-repugnant to the very Being 


of God. If they believe them to be is- 


finite, how can they comprehend them? | 


We are ſtrangely puzled in plain, ordi- 
nary, finite things ; tut it is madneſs'to 
pretend to comprehend what is /nfinite ; 
and yet if the Perfetions of God'be 
not finite they cannot - belong: /40 
Hans, 7 ld fgets nt The 
I ſhall only add, 1n: Conſequence to 
this Aſſertion, That if nothing 1 to be be» 


lieved, but: what may be comprehended, * 
' the very Being of God muſt be rejected 
too, And therefore I deſireall ſuch who | 
- talk ſo warmly againſt any\Myſteries in * 
' Religion, to conſider whate- work it-is | 
they are doing ; cven'theirs who under | 
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this pretence go about to overthrow all 
Religion. * For, ſay they, Religion is 
* a Myſtery in its own Nature ; not this 
* or that, or. the otker Religion ; but 
® they are all alite, all is Myſtery; and 
* that is but another Name for Fraud 
*and [mpoſture. What were the Hea- 
* then Myſteries but. tricks of Prieſt- 
* craft ; and ſuch are maintained and 
© kept up jn all kinds of Religion. If 
* therefore theſe men, who talk againſt 
* Myſteries underſtand themſelves, they 
* muſt in purſuance of their Principles 
® reject one God, as well as three Perſons ; 
® For, as long as they believe an Infinite 


*and Incomprehenſible Being , it is 


®* Nonſenſe to reje any other DoQrine, 
* which relates to an /ufnite Being, be- 
* cauſe it is /xcomprehenfible. 

But yet theſe very Men, who ſeem 
to purſue the Conſequence of this Prin- 
ciple to the utmoſt, muſt aſſert ſome» 
thing more incomprehenſible than the 
Being of God. For, | appeal to any man 


| of common Underſtanding, whether” it 


be not more agreeable to Reaſon to ſup- 
poſe Works of Skill, Beauty and Order 


'to be the Effeas of a Wiſe and Intelli- 


prar Being, than of Blind Chance and 


'Vnaccountable Neceflity ; whether it 
| Aa 3 be 
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be.not more agreeable to the Seriſe of 
Mankind to ſuppoſe an Infinite and E- 
ternal Mind endued with all © poſſible 


ſible World ; than, that it ſhould tart 
out from it ſelf, without Contrivance, 
without Order, without Cauſe > Cer- 
tainly ſuch men have no Reaſon to find 
fault with the Myſteries of Religion bes 
cauſe they are zxcomprehenfible,ſince there 
is ncthing fo Abſurd and Incomprehen- 
ſible, as their darling Zypothefis ; And, 
there is-nothing which can. make it pre» 
vail, but, to ſuppoſe Mankind to be as 
Dull and Inſenſible as the firſt Chaos. 


Thus 1 have ſhewn that it is not un- 
reaſonable for God to require from us 
the Belief of ſomething which we can- 
not comprehend. 


(2.) I now come to conſider, whe- 


ther thoſe who are ſo afraid of ivcons | + 


prebenfible Myſteries in our Faith, have | 


made it ſo much more eaſe in the Way | 
they have taken. And notwithſtanding | 
all the HeRoring talk againſt Myſteries | 


and things incomprehenſible in Religion, 


I find more inſuperable Difficulties is | 


point of Reafon in their Way than in 


ours, As for inſtance, (1) 
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(1.) It is a more Reaſonable thing 
to ſuppoſe ſomething Myſterious in the 
Eternal Son of God's being with the Fa- 
ther before the World was made by bim ; 
(as S. John expreſſes it in the beginning 
of his Goſpel) than in ſuppoſing thar 
although Fohx the Baptif? were born ſix 
Months befqre Jeſus Chrif7; that yet 
Chriſt was in Dignity before him. 
What a wonderful Myſtery 1s this > Can 


- Men have the Face to cry down Myſte- 


ries in deep Speculations, and matters 
of a high and abſtruſe Nature, whea th 
make ſuch Myſteries of plain and ea 
things? and ſuppole the Evaygelift in 
4 hat Language and lofty Expreſſi- 
ons to prove a thing, which was never 
diſputed, viz. although Chriſt Jeſus were 
bort ſix Months after Johz, yet he was 
in-Digaity before him ? | 

(2.) It is a more Reaſonable thing to 
ſuppoſe that a Divine Perſon ſhould af- 
ſume humane Nature, and ſo the Word 
to be made Fleſh; than to fay,. that an 
Attribute of God, his Wi/dom or Power 
is made Fleſh, which is a Maſtery be- 
yond all Comprehenſion ; There may 
be: ſome Difficulties in our Conception 


of the other, but this is a thing beyond 


all Conception or Imagination; For an 
Aa4q Accident 
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Accident to be made a Subſtance is as abs 
ſurd, as to imagine it to ſ#b//# withoux 
one. 

(3) Ir is more Reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
that the Son of God ſhould come dows 


from Heaven and take our Nature upon 


him, than that a man ſhould be rapt up 
into. Heaven, that it might be ſaid that 
he came down from thence. For in the 
former Suppofitioa we have many 0- 
ther places of Scripture ro ſupport it, 
which ſpeak of his being wich God, and 
having Glory with him before the World 
was ; Whereas there is nothing for the 
other, but only that it is neceſlary to 
make fome tolerable Senſe of rhoſe 
words. | 
(4.) It is more Reaſonable to believe 
that God ſhould become Mar by taking 
our Nature upon him, than that May 
ſhould become God. For in the former, 
there is nothing but- the Difficulty of 
conceiving the Manner cf the Union, 
which we all grant 'to: be ſo between 
Soul and Body ; bur in the other there 


is a Repugnancy in the very Conception - 


of a Created God, of an Eternal: Son of 
Adam, of Omnipotent 'Tufirmity , of an 
Tifinite finite Being. In the former 
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but in the other a Finite becomes Iuff- 


grte. ; 
*(5.) It is more Reaſonable to believe 

that Chriſt Feſuws ſhould ſnffer as he did 
' for our fakes than for his own. We are 
all agreed that the Sufferings of Chriſt 
were far beyond any thing he deſerved 
. at God's hands ; but what Account then 

is to'be givetr of them? We fay that 
he made himſelf a voluntary Sacrifice 
for Expiation of the Sins of Mankind ; 
and fo there was a great and noble End 
deſigned, and no Injury done to a wil- 
ling Mind; and the Scripture as plainly 
expreſlcs this, as it can do in Words. 
But others deny this, and make him to 
ſuffer as one wholly Innocent; for what 
Cauſe? To make the moſt Innocent Per- 
ſons as apprehenſive of Suffering as the 
moſt Guilty ; and' the moſt righteous 
God to put no difference between them, 
with Reſpe& to Suffering, 

(6.) It is more Reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
ſuch a Condeſcenſion ia the Son of God 
"to take upon him the Form of a Ser- 
vant for our Advantage ; than that a 
meer Max ſhould be Exalted to the Ho- 
mour and Worſhip which belongs only zo 
God. For, on the one fide, there is no- 
thiog but what is agreeable to the Di- 

as vine 
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vine Nature, viz. Iufinite Love and Cour 
deſcenfion and Pity to Mankind ; on the 
ather, there is the greateſt Deſign of 
Self-Exaltation. that ever was in Hu 
wane Nature, viz. for a meer May to 
have the moſt Eſſential Ateributes and 
Incomminicable Honour which belongs to 
God. And whether of theſe two is 


more agreeable to the Spirit and Defign  / 


of the New Teſtament, let any man of 
underſtanding judge. For as it is evi 
dent, that the great Intention of it is to 
Magnifie the wonderful Love of God in 
the ſending of his Son; ſo it is as plain 


that one great End of the: Chriſtian 


Dodrine was to take Mankind off from 


giving Divine Worſhip -to-Creatures ; 


and can we then ſyppoſe that at the 
ſame tume it ſhould fet up; the Worſhip 
of a meer Man with all the /Zoxour and 
Adoration which belongs to God 2 This 
is to me an iwcomprehenfble Myſtery in- 
deed, and far beyond all;that is implied 


in the Myferies of the Tranity,and Incar- 


nation. For it fubverts the very Foun- | 
dation-of the Deſign of Chriſtianity as to 
.theReſorming 1deolatry thenin being ; .it 
lays the Foundation for introducing it ins 


.- between God and his Creatures is- taken 


away, 
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away, in the matter of Worſhip, there 
is nothing left but the Declaration of 
his Will; which doth not- exchage more 
Mediators of Interceſſion but upon this 
Ground, that the Mediation of Redem- 
ftion is the Foundation of that of Interceſ- 
fron. And-it is far more eaſie for us to 
e there may be ſome things too 
hard for us to underſtand in theMyftery 
of our Redemption by Jeſus Got than 
that at the fame time it ſhould be'both 
a Duty and a Sin to worſhip any but 
the true God with proper Divine Wor- 
ſhip. For if it be Idolatry to give'it:to 
a Creature, then it is a great'Sin ; for 
fo the Scripture ſtill accounts it; but 
if we are bound to give it to Chriſt 
who is but a'Creature, then thar-which 
in it ſelf is a Sin, ts now become a” Ne- 
ceſary Duty ; which overthrows the 
Natural Differences of Good and Evil, 
and makes 7dolatry to be a meer 4rbi- 
trary thing, I take it for-graned, 
that-in Matters of Religion, Moral Dit- 
ficulties are more to/be regarded -than 
 InteBeFual; becauſe Religion was far 
more defigned for a Rule of our *AQti- 
ons, than for the SarisfaQtion 'of our 
Curioſity: And upon due Examination 
we ſhall find that there is no fuch —_ 
u 
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full Appearances of Difficulties in the 


Myſtery of the Zucarnation, as there is in 
giving Divine Worſhip to a Creature, 


And: it ought to be obſerved, that 
thoſe. very. Places which are. ſuppoſed 
S. Joh. x7. to exclude Chriſt from being the zrue 
3- God ; muſt, if rhey have any force, ex- 
clude him from Divine Worſþip. For 
1 Cor. 6.6. they are ſpoken of God, as the 0bjedft 
Secin. ad of our Worſhip; but if he be not exclu- 
Eatrop. Þ. ded from Divine Worſhip, then neither is 
2 +1. Ce. be from being the true God; which they 

eecch. Ra- grant he is by Office, but not by Nature. 
Fv.P-65- But a God by Office who 1s not ſo by 
Nature is a new and jucomprehenfible 
Myſtery. . A Myſtery hidden from Ages 
and Generations as to the Church of God ; 
but not made known by the Goſpel of his 

Sox. 

This is ſuch a kind of Myſtery as the 
Heathen Prieſts had, who had Gods many 
1 Cor. 8.5. aud Lords many, as the Apoſtle ſaith, 2. e. 
many by Ofice although but one by Na- 
ture. But if the Chriſtian Religion had 
owned one God by Nature and only one by 
Ofice, the Heathens had been to blame 
chiefly in the Number of their Gods by 
Office, and not in the Divine Worthip 
which they gaveto them. -.. But S.; Pal 
blames 
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blames the Heathens for doing Service to Gal. 4. 8. 
them which by Nature are no Gods; not 
for doing it without Divine Authority, 
nor for miſtaking the Perſon. who was 
God by Office, but in giving Divine 
Worſhip to them who by Nature were no 
Gods ; which he would never have faid, 
if -by the Chriſtian. DoQtrine , Divine 
Worſhip weretobe given to one who was 
not God by Nature. Lite, 
But theſe are'indeed zncomprehenfible 
Myſteries how a Man by Nature can be 
a God really and truly by Office ; how 
the Incommunicable Perfeftions of the 
Divine Nature can be communicated to 
a Creature ; - how God ſhould - give his 
Glory to another, and by his own Com- 
mand require-that to be given toa Crea- 
ture, which himſelf had abſolutely for- 
bidden to be given to any beſides him- 
ſelf. Ir isfaid by a famous Feſuit (I will 
nor ſay how agreeably to their own Do- 
frines and Praftices about Divine Wor- $migtec.de 
(hip) that the Command of God cannot make Divin. 
hin worthy of Divine Worſhip, who without cam. Nat. 
ſuch a Command is not worthy of it. © And v- 45: 
i is very abſurd to ſay, that he that is un- 
worthy of it without a Command, can be- 
come worthy by it ; for it makes God to 
command Divine Honour to be:given to one 
who 
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who cannot deſerve it. (For no meet 
Neve Mn. Mars eandeferve to be made God.) But 
firs, Gc. 3t is more agreeable tothe Divine: Nature 
P. 4" and Will not to give his Honour toa Creas 
tare. + - | ; 

+ C3.) But after all the: InveRives of . 
theſe” Enethies to Myſteries, we do'not 
make that which we fay is Incompreheis 
fible to bea Neceſſary Article of Faith as 
it is /acompreben/ible;* but we do affert 
that what is Ircomprehenſfible as tothe 
Manner, may be # Neceſſary Article "as. 

far as it is plainly Revealed. As in the 

Inſtances” T have already mentioned of 
the Creation and Reſutrettion of the Dead ; 
woule they 'in earneſt have Men'turn | 
Tafidels'a5 to theſe things till they are 
able to'comprehnd' all rhe difficulries 
whichrelate to them? Tfnot,why ſhould 
this ſuggeſtion be allow'd as to the' My- 
fteries whichtelateto our Redemption by 
Jeſus Chriſt » If it be faid, the Caſe #ndt 
alike for thoſe are tlearly\ Revealed "and 
theſe are not; this brings it to the true © 
and proper Iſſue of this matter, and if 

we do not. prove a clear Revelation, we 
do not aflert their-being Neceſſary Articles 
of Faith ; but my preſent buſutels was 
only to -take off this Obje&tion, That 
the ' Myferies were' Tncompretienſible 


and 
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and therefore not to be received by 


"W.. 


IT. And ſoT come to the feeond Way: 
by which we are to Examtine the ſeveral 

nſes of Chriſt Jeſus coming to ſave Sin- 
aers : Which of them tends more to the 
| Benefit and Advantage of Mankind ; or 
wh ich is more worthy v7 all Accep pation. \ 

And thar'will appear Y Giden 
theſe things; 


(1.) Which tends m6 * "ths rai- 
* fing our Efeem and tn Chrift 


_ Jeſus. 

(2 ) Which cerids moſt to "this 
ting in us'a greater Flarre of 
$7n, 

(3.) Which tends moſt to the wroiay 
thening our ' Zope of Sal y 


Jeſus Chrift. 


I.) Asto'thit eniing in ns'a greater 
Ks and Love of Chrift. - We are cer- 
tain that the' Infinite Love and'Conde- 
ſcenſion of 'Chrif# Feſus in undettaking 
ſuch a Work: as the ſaving of Sinners 

kes it moſt worthy of all Acceptation. 
ome Men \ may pleaſe" themſelves in 
thinking that'by Iating away” all Myfe- 


ries 
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ries they have made their Faith more. 
eafie, but I am certain they have extreme, 
ly leſſen'd the Argument for our Love, '_ 
viz. the Apprehenſions of the wonderfull 
Love and Condeſcenſion of Chriſt in 
coming into the World :9 ſave Sinners, 
And yet this is the great Argument of 
the New Teſtament to perſwade Mans © 
kind to the Love of God and of his Son; 
Jok. 3.16. God ſo loved the World'that he gave. by 
only begotten Son, &c. This is indeed's = 
mighty Argument of Love, if by: the 
only begotten Son be meant the Ercrnal 
- Son of God, who came down from Heaven, 
as S. John ſpeaks juſt before ; but if no 
more be meant but only that God tnade 
a meer Man to be his Son, and after he 
had preached a while here on'Earth and 
was il} .uſed and crucified by his own 
People, .he-Exalted-him to be God and 
gave him Divine Attributesand Honours; | 
this werean Argument of great Loveto Þ} 
the Perſon of Chriſt, but not to thereſt } 
of Mankind. But God's Lovein Scripture 
is magnified with Reſpect ro che World in 
r Job 4.9. the ſending of his Son,; {x this was mantis = 
fefted; faith the Apoſtle, the "20g of God _ 
towards Us, becauſe that God ent nt # 
begotten Son into the Warld that we ſhould 
v.10. live through him, Herein 2s love, rap 
| that 
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that we loved God, but that he loved ws, 
and ſent his Son to be a Propitiation for our 
Sins; The great Love we ſtill ſee. is 20- 
wards us, i.e. towards Mankind ; but ac«. 
cording to the other Senſe it muſt have 
been,. Herein was the Love of God mani- 
feſted to his Son, that for his Sufferings 
| heexalted him above all Creatures. He 
| that ſpared not his own Son, ſaith S. Paul, Rom.8.34, 
but delivered him up. for us al. If he 
' werethe Eternal Sonof God who came to 
ſuffer for us, there is a mighty force and 
Emphaſis in this Expreſſion, and very apt 
to raiſe our Admiration-and our Love ; 
But what »ot? ſparing bis own Sox is there, 
if nothing were meant but that he de- 
ſigned by Sufferings to Exalt him? For 
not Sparing him ſuppoſes an Antecedent 
Relation of the higheſt Kindneſs, but the 
other is only deſigning extraordinary 
Kindneſs for the ſake of his Sufferings. 
Therefore, the Argument for the Love 
of God is taken from what his Sox was, 
when he deliver'd him up for us all; he 
| + Was his own Sox; not by Adoption as o- 
thers are ; S. John calls him, his only be- Jotin t. 14. 
gotten Son ; and God himſelf, his beloved 4 " _ 
Sox in the Voice from Heaven; and this ” 
before his Sufferings, immediately after 


' his Baptiſm, when as yet, there was no- 
B b ' thing 
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ries they have made their Faith more. 
eaſie,bur I am certain they have extr 
ly lefſen'd the Argument for our Love, 
viz. the Apprehenſions of the wonderfull 
Love and Condeſcenſion of Chriſt in 
coming into the World to ſave Sinners, 
And yet this is the great Argument of 
the New Teſtament to perſwade Mans | 
kind to the Love of God and of his Son; 
Job. 3.16. God fo loved the World that he gave hi 
only begotten Son, &c. This is inde * - 
mighty Argument of Love, if by: the 
only begotten Son be meant the Excrnal 
v. 13- Son of God, who came down from Heaven, 
as S. Fohn ſpeaks j juſt before ; but if no 
more be meant __ on! that God made 
a meer Man to be his Son, and after he 
had preached a while here on'Earth and 
was 1l} .uſed and crucified by his own 
People, he-Exalted him to be God and 
gave him Divine Attributesand Honours; 
this werean Argument of great Loveto _ 
the Perſon of Chriſt, but not to thereſt || 
of Mankind. But God's Lovein ga | 
is magnified with Reſpet co the World in 
« Job 4.9. the ſending of his Son, /» this was manis 


feſted; faith the Apoſile, the ef wir fGod | 
ent h 


towards us, becauſe that God + 
begotten Sox into the World that we 


v.10. trve through him, Herein #s love, rap k . 
tbat 
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that we loved God, but that he loved us, 
and ſent his Son to be a Propitiation for our 
Sins. The great Love we ſtill ſee is 29- 
wards us, i.e. towards Mankind ; but ac 
cording to the other Senſe it muſt have 
been, Herein was the Love of God mani- 
felted to his Son, that for his Sufferings 
| heexalted him above all Creatures. Ze. 
that ſpared not his own Son, ſaith S. Paul, Rom.8.31, 
but delivered him up. for us al. If he 
 werethe Eternal Sonof God who came to 
ſuffer for us, there is a mighty force and 
Emphaſis in this Expreſſion, and very apt 
to raiſe our Admiration-and our Love ; 
But what not ſparing bis own Sox is there, 
if nothing were meant but that he de- 
ſigned by Sufferings to Exalt him? For 
ot Sparing him ſuppoſes an Antecedent 
Relation of the gue Kindneſs, but the 
other is only deſigning extraordinary 
Kindneſs for the ſake of his Sufferings. 
Therefore, the Argumeat for the Love 
of God is taken from what his Sox was, 
when hedeliver'd him up for us all; he 
' © was his ows Sox; not by Adoption as 0- 
thers are ; S. John calls him, his only be- Jotint. 14. 
gotten Son ; and God himſelf, his beloved -4q - _ 
Sox in the Voice from Heaven; and this * 
before his Sufferings, immediately after 
' his Baptiſm, when as yet, there was no- 
B b ' thing 
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thing extraordinary. done by him; as to 
the great Deſign of his coming. 'Which 
ſhews, that there was an Antecedent Re- 
tation between hitn and the Father ; and 
that therein theLoveof God and bf Chrilt 
was manifeſted, that being the only begor- 
ten Son of the Father, he ſhould take our 
Nature upon hint and for our fakes do 
and fufter what he did. This is indeed 


Adrmiration, to excite our Devotion, to 
inflameour AﬀeCtions; but how flat and 
fow doth it appear, when it comesto no 
more than this, 'that there was a Man 
whom, after” his Sufferings God raiſed 
fromthe Dead and made him a God by 
Office? Doth this carry any ſuch Argu- 


Devotion to him as the other doth upon 
the molt ſerious Contideration of it? 


us a greater Z7afred of Sin. For that is 
ſo contrary to the Way of our Salvation 


onr Hatred of it, muſt conduce: moſt : 
_ to our Happineſs, and therefore be moſt 
worthy of all Acceptation. It is agreed on 

all -hands, that Chrif did ſuffer very 
much both in his Mindand in his Body. 
Job: 3.21. Ir his Mind, whe it is ſaid, that he was 
troubled 


an! Argument” great enough 'to raiſe our } 


ment in it for our Eſteem and Love and } 
(z.) Which tends moſt to beger in } 


by Jeſus Chrit, that what tends moſt to I] 
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troubled in Spirit ; that he began to be ſor- Mar. 6. 
rowfull and very heavy ; and ſoon after, 37 3% 
My Soul i exceeding ſorrowfull, even un- 
to death. S. Luke faith, that he was in Mark 14. 
an Agony ; wherein he not only prayed 33, 3+ 
kata 4. 30 but his ſweat thy <4 it oo _ 
were great Drops of Blood falling to the 
Ground, What made this Amazement, 
and dreadfull Agony in the mind of the 
moſt innocent Perſon in the World? 
* Was it meerly the Fear of the Pains of 
Death which he was to undergo? That 
is impoſſible, conſidering the Aſſurance 
which he had of ſo glorious a Reward fo 
ſoon following after ; when ſo many 
Martyrs endured ſuch exquiſiteTorments 
for his fake without any ſuch Diſturbance 
or Conſternation. . But the Apoſtles give 
us another Account of ir. S. Peter faith, 1 Pet.2.24. 
he was to bear our Sins in his own bo- 
dy on the tree; that Chriſt ſuffered for 3. 18. 
Sins, the juſt for the unjuſt. S. Paul, that +Cor.s.21. 
God made him to be Sin for us who knew 
no Sin, that he might he made the righte- 
ouſneſs of God in him. Hereby we un- 
derſtand how ſo innocent a Perſon came 
to ſuffer; he ſtood in our ſtead ; be was 
made Sin for us ; and therefore was to be 
treated as a Sinner ; and to ſuffer that on 
our Account, which he could not de- 
Bb 2 ſerve 
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ferve on his own. If he ſuffer'd on his 
own Account, this were the way to fill 
our Minds with perplexity concernin 
the Juſtice of Providence with Ref | 
to his dealings with the moſt innocent 
and holy Perſons in this World; If he 


ſuffer'd on our Account, then we have Þ| 
theBenefit of his Sufferings, and therein } 
we ſees how diſpleaſing to God, fin is, | 
when even his own Son ſuffer'd fomuch *'F 
by taking the guilt of our Sins upon him, Þ 


And what can tend more to the beget- 
ting in us a due hatred of fin, than to 
conſider what Chriſt bimſelf ſuffer'd on 
the Account of it 2 What can make us 
have more dreadful thoughts of it, than 
that the great and mercitul God, when 
he deſigned to ſave firners, yet would 
have his own Son to become. a Propi- ÞF 
tiation for the Sins of Mankind» And Þ|F 
unleſs we allow this, we muſt put force * 
upon the plaineſt Expreſſions of Scr#+ 
ture ; and make Chriſt to ſuffer meer- 
ly to ſhew God's Power over a moſt 
innocent Perſon, and his Will and Plea» 
ſure to inflict the moſt ſevere Puniſh- 
ment without any ReſfgeAt to Guzle. 
And ſurely ſuch a Notion of God, can- 
not be worthy of all Acceptation. 


(3-) Which 
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(3.) Which tends moſt to ſtrengthen 
our Hope of Salvation by Chriſt Feſus. 
If we believe that he ſufferd ' for our 
Sins, then we have great Reaſon to 
hope for the Forgiveneſs of them ; al- 
though they have been many and grear, 
if we ſincerely Repent; becauſe rhe 


; | moſt prevailing Argument for Deſpair 


will be removed; which is 'taken from 
the Juſtice of God, and his declared Ha- 


4  tred of Sin and Diſpleaſure againſt” Sin- 
3 mers. If God beſo much in carneſt dif 


pleaſed with the Sins of Mankind, and 
his Juſtice be concerned in the Punith- 
ment of Sinners, how can they ever 
hope to eſcape, unleſs there be a way 
for his Diſpleaſure to be removed, and 
his Juſtice to be fatisfied ? And this the 
= pts tells us is done by Chrift, who 
died that he might be a Sacrifice of A4- 
tonement to Reconcile us to God by his 
Death ; as S. Paul expreſly affirms. And 
by this means, we may have ſtrong Con- 
ſolation 'from the Hopes of Forgiveneſs 
of our Sins. Whereas, if this be taken 
away, either Men muſt believe that God 
was not in earneſt diſpleaſed wich the 
Sins of Mankind; which muſt exceed- 
ingly leſſen our Eſteem of the Holineſs 
and Juſtice of God ; or if he were fo 
diſpleaſed, 
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diſpleaſed, that he laid aſide his Diſpleg- 

ſure, without any. Atonement or Sacri> Þ#F 
fice of Expiation. And ſo, as many as Þ} 
look on God's Fultice and Holineſs as 
neceſſary and eſſential Attributes of Gad, 

will be in danger of ſinking into the 
Depths of Deſpair, asoften as they Re- 
flect ſeriouſly on the Guilt of their Sins, Þ 
But on the other fide, if we believe that } 
while we were Exemies we were reconcs | 
led to God by the death of his Son; then Þ| 
we mav have Peace with God throuzh our © 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt; and have reaſon 10 
believe that there will be no Condemnati- 

on to them that are in Chriſt Jeſus by a. 
lively Faith. and ſincere Repentance; F 
then they may with Comfort look up © 

to God asa Reconciled Father, Cd... | 
Feſus Chriſt our Mediator; then they F- 
may with inward Satisfaction look be» | 
yond the Grave, and ſtedfaitly hope for # 
that Salvation which Chriſt purchaſed 

on Earth and will at laſt beſtow on all 

ſuch as Love and Obey him. To which 
God-of his Infinite Mercy bring us all 
through Jeſus Chriſt. For, This #s @ 
faitbfull Saying and worthy of all Ac- 
ceptation, that he came into the World to 

ſave Sinners. 
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